Farm Board, and Secretary of Agriculture, Hon. Arthur M.
Hyde, before the annual meeting of the Chamber of Commerce
of the United States at Washington the week ending May 3,
1930 ; to the Committee on Agriculture.

7381. By Mr. KORELL: Petition of citizens of AMultnomah
County, Oreg.. favoring the passage of House bill 8976; to the
Committee on PPensions.

7382, By Mr. MEAD: Petition of Woman's Christian Tem-
perance Union, of Hamburg, N. Y., re legislation for Federal
superyizion of metion pictures; to the Commitiee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

7383, Also. petition of National League of Women Voters,
favoring legislation on maternal and child hygiene; to the Com-
mittee on luterstate and Foreign Commerce.

7384, Also, petition of Woman's Christian Temperance Union,
of Woodlawn Beach, N. Y., re legislation for Federal super-
vision of motion pictures; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

7085, By Mrs. NORTON: Petition of William Peters and
others, of Jersey City, N. J., against proposed ealendar change
of weekly cycle; fo the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

T386. By Mr. SMITH of West Virginia: Resolution adopted
by the State Bridge Commission of West Virginia. praying for
the elimination of toll bridges in West Virginia, and that in the
future the Congress of the Unifed States shall not issue fran-
chises for construction thereof within or partly within said
State; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

T387. Also, resolution adopted by the district convention of
the ninth district of the American Legion, Department of West
Virginia, held at Elking, W. Va., on May 22, 1930, urging the
amendment of certain sections of House bill 10381 ; to the (.om-
mittee on World War Veterans' Legislation.

T388. By Mr. SULLIVAN of Pennsylvania: Petition of the
firm of Watson & Freeman, Pittsburgh, Pa., protesting against
amending House bill 9433, the Federal farm loan act; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

T380. By Mr. WOLVERTON of West Virginia: Petition of
Daniel N. McCartney, of Silica, W, Va., urging Congress to take
favorable action of the Patman bill, providing for payment of
veterans’ adjvsted compensation certificates; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

SENATE
Turspay, May 27, 1930
(Legislative day of Monday, May 26, 1930)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of
the recess.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate will receive a message
from the House of Representatives.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Farrell,
its enrolling elerk, announced that the House had passed the
joint reseolution (8. J. Res, 77) providing for the closing of Cen-
ter Market in the city of Washington, with an amendment, in
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the House had passed the
following bills, in which it reguested the concurrence of the
Senate:

.. 4015. An act to provide for the revocation and suspension
of operators’ and chauffeurs’ licenses and registration certifi-
cates ; to require proof of ability to respond in damages for in-
juries cansed by the operation of motor vehicles ; to prescribe the
form of and conditions in insurance policies covering the lia-
bility of motor-vehicle operators; to subject such policies to the
approval of the commissioner of insurance; to constituie the
director of traffic the agent of nonresident owners and operators
of motor vehicles operated in the District of Columbia for the
purpose of service of process; to provide for the report of acci-
dents; to authorize the director of traffic to make rules for the
administration of this statute; and to prescribe penalties for the
violation of the provisions of this act, and for other purposes;

H. R.9641. An act to control the possession, sale, transfer,
and use of dangerous weapons in the District of Columbia, to
provide penalties, to prescribe rules of evidence, and for other
purposes; and

H. R.12571. An act to provide for the transportation of school
children in the District of Columbia at a reduced fare.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED

The message further announced that the Speaker had affixed
his signature to the following enrolled bills and joint resolution,
and they were rigned by the Vice President:

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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8.218. An act to place Norman A. Ross on the retired list of
the Navy;

8.286. An act for the relief of Thelma Phelps Lester;

S. 888, An act for the relief of Francis J. McDonald ;

§.1309. An act granting six months’ pay to Mary A.
Bourgeois ;

8.1572. An act for the relief of the Allegheny Forging Co.;

8.1578. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construetion of a bridge across the Illinois River,
at or near Peoria, Il ;

8.2245. An act for the relief of A. H. Cousins;

8.2524. An act for the relief of J. A. Lemire;

8. 3189. An act for the relief of the State of South Carolina for
ggzlgages to and destruction of roads and bridges by floods in

8. 3586. An act for the relief of George Campbell Armstrong ;

8.3910. An act to authorize the President to appoint Capt.
Charles H. Harlow a commodore on the retired list;

S, 4182, An act granting the consent of Congress to the county
of Georgetown, S, C., to construoct, maintain, and operate a
bridge across the Peedee River and a bridge across the Wae-
camaw River, both at or near Georgetown, 8. C.;

8. 4481. An act anthorizing the exchange of certain real prop-
erties situated in Mobile, Ala., between the Secretary of Com-
merce on behalf of the United States Government and the Gulf,
Mobile & Northern Railroad Co., by the appropriate conveyances
confaining certain conditions and rveservations;

H. R, 293. An act for the relief of James Albert Couch, other-
wise known as Albert Couch;

H. RR. 567. An act for the relief of Rolla Duncan;

H. R.591. An act for the relief of Howard C. Frink;

H. RR. 649. An act for the relief of Albert H. Edwards;

H. R. 666. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to
pay to Eva Broderick for the hire of an automobile by agents of
Indian Service ;

H. R. 833. An act for the relief of Verl L. Amsbaugh ;

H. R. 1198, An act to authorize the United States to be made
a party defendant in any suit or action which may be commenced
by the State of Oregon in the United States District Court for
the District of Oregon for the determination of the title to all
or any of the lands constituting the beds of Malheur and Harney
Lakes in Harney County, Oreg., and lands riparian thereto, and
to all or any of the waters of said lakes and their tributaries,
together with the right to control the use thereof, authorizing all
persons claiming to have an interest in said land, water, or the
use thereof to be made parties to or to intervene in said suit or
action, and conferring jurisdiction on the United States courts
over such cause;

H. R.1837. An act for the relief of Kurt Falb;

H. R. 2152, An act to promote the agriculture of the United
States by expanding in the foreign field the service now ren-
dered by the United States Department of Agriculture in ac-
quiring and diffosing useful information regarding agriculture,
and for other purposes;

. R.2004. An act for the relief of Don A. Spencer;

H.R.5259. An act to amend section 939 of the Revised
Statutes;

H. R. 5262, An act to amend section 829 of the Revised Stat-
utes of the United States;

H. R. 5266. An act to amend section 649 of the Revised Stat-
utes (U. 8. O, title 28, sec. T73) ;

H. R. 5265. An act to amend section 1112 of the Code of Law
for the District of Columbia;

H. R. 6083. An act for the relief of Goldberg & Levkofl ;

H. R. 8084, An act to ratify the action of a local board of sales
control in respect to contracis between the United States and
Goldberg & Levkoff;

H. R. 6142. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Navy to
lease the United States naval destroyer and submarine bare,
Squantum, Mass, ;

H. R. 6151. An act to authorize the Secretary of War to as-
sume the care, custody, and control of the monument to the
memory of the soldiers who fell in the Battle of New Orleans
at Chalmette, La., and to maintain the monument and grounds
surrounding it;

H. R. 6414. An act authorizing the Court of Claims of the
United States to hear and determine the claim of the city of
Park Place, heretofore an independent municipality but now a
part of the city of Houston, Tex. ;

H. R.7333. An act for the relief of Allen Nichols;

H, R. 8854. An act for the relief of Willlam Taylor Coburn;

H. R.91564. An act to provide for the construction of a revet-
ment wall at Fort Moultrie, S. C.;

H. R. 9334. An act to provide for the study, investigation, and
survey, for commemorative purposes, of the battle fleld of Sara-
toga, N. X.;
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H. R. 10082. An act to authorize the attendance of the Marine
Band at the national encampment of the Grand Army of the
Republic at Cincinnati, Ohio;

H. R.10877. An act authorizing appropriations to be expended
under the provisions of sections 4 to 14 of the act of March 1,
1911, entitled “An act to enable any State to eooperate with any
other State or States, or with the United States, for the protec-
tion of the watersheds of navigable streams, and to appoint
a commission for the acguisition of lands for the purpose of
conserving the navigability of navigable rivers,” as amended ;

H. R.11703. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
city of Olean, N. Y., to construct, maintain, and operate a free
highway bridge across the Allegheny River at or near Olean,
N. Y.; and

H. J. Res. 343, Joint resolution to supply a deficiency in the
appropriation for miscellaneous items, contingent fund of the
House of Representatives.

TRAFFIC LIGHTS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, there has been considerable agita-
tion in the District with reference to traffic lights. A great
many people, especially those from outside the District, seem to
be urging that a system should be devised which would be more
in conformity with various traffic-light systems throughout the
country. I have looked into the matter very carefully myself,
and I think that we have about the best traffic-light system in
the District that there is in the country. Instead of being back-
ward we are forward, and the other cities should come up to us.

I have here a statement from our assistant director of traffic
explaining the system and the reasons for it. I think it is so
important, because the traffic-light system is a very important
matter in the handling of traffic in the Distriet, that it should
be printed in the Recorn. Accordingly I ask that that may be
done.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The statement is as follows:

THE ROTARY LEFT TURN

The first trafic light in Washington was placed in operation at the
intersection of New Hampshire Avenue and Righteenth Street on
November 26, 1925. The plan adopted at that time for making the
left turn was to “pull to the right of moving trafic and stop, and
then when the light ahead turns red complete the turn.” This was
provided for in the regulations approved by the commissioners on
December 135, 1925.

This regulation was clarified on June 3, 1926, and the following was
adopted : * When confronted by a green light pull to the right as far as
possible and stop as near to the far curb of the intersecting street as
convenlent for tarning, then proceed in tlhe desired direction when the
light on the intersecting street changes to green.”

At the request of the police department this regulation was further
amended on June 1, 1928, by providing that the left turn should be
made at policed intersections in the same manner as at a traffic light
controlled intersection for the purpose of seeuring uniformity in the
left-hand-turn movement. This left-turn movement is what might be
known as the * rotary turn.”

The first regulation adopted in 1925 and the amendments in 1920
and 1928 were approved by the traffic council after a thorough discus-
gion in the public press, and after an exhaustive study had been made
of the left-turn movement in nearly all of the large eastern and middle
western cities.

It is now proposed that in the interest of uniformity we return to
the old method of making the left turn, If this is done, we will prob-
bly be forced to do what is done in most of the large citles where
this method of turning is in vogue, and that is prohibit the left turn at
many important intersections altogether and at many other intersec-
tions during the rush hour.

It should be borne in mind that at many of our intersections the
volume of traffic eonsists of from 20 to 30 cars in each diréction per
minute. To permit cars to drive to the center and make a left turn
against this volume of trafiic would, in my opinion, cause congestion
and would be dangerous and impractical. It would defeat the very
purpose for which traffic lights are installed, because it would permit
the left-turn movement against a red light in the intersecting street,
thus endangering pedestrians who may be crossing on proper signal.

If the complete left turn is permitted on the green light, as now pro-
posed, there would be no time when the pedestrian could safely ecross
the street. The right turn on the green is bad enough, but the left
turn on the green would be more dangerous,

We have a regulation here which provides that no vehicle shall pass
another vehicle on the right. If we return to the old method of making
the left turn, the vehicle on the right and those approaching an inter-
goction to make a left turn would bave to stop, or the regulation would
have to be so amended as to permit vehicles to pass on the right.

Our regulations provide that a wehicle making a turn ghall give the
right of way to tbrough trafic. Under our present plan through traf-
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fic 1s given this right of way, but under the center left-turn plan
through traffic is delayed and endangered.

It is realized that our rotary left turn may be confusing at first to
out-of-town motorists, but are we to sacrifice safety for the benefit of
visiting motorists?

Traffic officers tell me that they have very little trouble with stran-
gers, who soon “catch on" to our method. They also tell me that
at such intersections as Fourteenth Street and Pennsylvania Avenue
there has been a considerable reduction In accidents caused by the left
turn sinee the new method was adopted. Our own drivers are fairly
familiar with the * rotary turn,” and another change at this time in
this fundamental rule of the road would only tend to confuse them
and to complicate the situation.

Would it not be advisable to make no further change in this respect
until we are able to say with some degree of certainty that accidents
have inereased or decreased at controlled intersections since June 1,
1928, when the last amendment was adopted?

According to the United States census figures, Washington during
the past three years has maintained the lowest traffic fatality record
per 100,000 population of any city of its size or larger in the United
States. Our traffic lights and our method of turning cn the lights has
no doubt contributed to this result.

Cleveland, Ohio, makes the left turn in the same way that it is made
in Washington. It is my understanding that after a thorough investi-
gatlon and study Cleveland has decided not to change.

I have given this matter careful study for several years, and feel
that it would be a great mistake from a safety standpoint te return
to the old method : First, because it jeopardizes the lives of pedestrians
who are crossing the intersecting street on proper signal; and, second,
because such a left-turn movement interferes with traffic moving on the
green signal.

M. O. ELDRIDGE,
Assistant Director of Traffic, Washington, D. O.
NovEMEBER 30, 1928,

THE FLEXIBLE-TARIFF PROVISION

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have inserted in the Recorp an ediforial on the flexible tariff
which appeared in the New York World of yesterday.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without objection, it is so ordered.
. The editorial is as follows:

[From the New York World, May 26, 1930]
A COMMISSION TO TAX US

The compromise agreement on the flexible tarlf which has been
adopted by the conference committee of Congress is even worse than
the plan embodied in the Houge bill. The new arrangement will com-
mend itself neither to the advocates nor to the opponents of high pro-
tection. It avoids the bad features of the House bill without eliminat-
ing those in the present law, and then it adds new features which are
the worst of all.

The present law has not satisfied the extreme protectionists, in spite
of the fact that when duties have been changed under it they have been
raised in four cases out of five. The upward-flexing process did not
work with sufficient speed to sulit those who wished to profit by it.
Every change in a duty required a lengthy investigation of the produc-
tion costs on an article in the United States and some foreign country,
and this sometimes required several years for its completion.

The framers of the House bill, with thelr accustomed generosity to
seekers of tariff favors, undertook to make flexibility more flexible, and
s0 they abandoned the traditional Republican policy of basing rates on
production costs and provided that duties should be readjusted so as to
equalize the differences in competitive conditions between domestie and
imported goods in the home markets.

This “ equalization of competitive conditions™ is a vague and elastic
term, and had it been made the basis for rate changes it would have
given the President a much wider discretion in the exercise of his power
to lay new tariff taxes than he possesses under the existing law. Such
an extension of his authority was of doubtful constitutionality, and in
the opinion of some stanch Republicans it was also of doubtful political
expediency, inasmuch as it might be employed by some future President
with low-tariff leanings as a means of effecting a downward revision of
the important rates.

In the year which has passed since the House voted for this new
scheme of flexibility its tariff makers have had opportunity for refiection,
and they have now agreed with the Senate conferees to adhere to the
original method of basing rate changes on differences in foreign and
domestic production costs. 8o far so good. The conferees, however,
have rejected the Senate’s plan for placing the control of flexible duties
in the hands of Congress, where under the Constitution the taxing
power rightfully belongs, and have left this authority largely in the
hands of the Tariff Commission.

Under the Senate plan the President would have submitted the find-
ings of the Tariff Commission to Congress, and Congress would then
have decided whether or not to change the duty. The objection that
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the bringing up of a single rate before Congress would throw open the
whole tariff law for revision was met by the provision that in the con-
sideration of the bill providing for this new rate no amendment should
be offered which was not germane to the item under discussion.

The adoption of this plam would have put an end to the periodic
general revisions of the tariff which are so conducive to lobbying and
vote swapping and which usually prove disturbing to business. Indi-
vidual rates would have been changed from time to time after a com-
mission of experts notified Congress that such changes were needed.
Congress woulid have been saved an enormous amoeunt of labor and
vexation; producers would have obtained a square deal and no more,
and consumers would have been saved from exploitation,

The conferees have rejected this desirable system for one which re-
tains the objectionable features of the present law and scems to be of
even more dubious constitutionality. At present the Tariff Commission
merely investigates comparative costs of production here and abroad
and submits the facts to the President, leaving the decision as to rate
changes to him. Under the plan adopted by the conference committee
the commission is required to recommend to the President specific
changes in rates and classifications, and unless he approves or disap-
proves its recommendations within 60 days they go into effect without
his action.

This is elearly a radical departure from the fundamental principle
of taxation by the people's duly elected representatives. A tariff rate
is cerfainly a tax, and a tariff rate adopted by an appointive commis-
sion, which the President is under a mandate to approve or veto just as
he approves or vetoes an act of Congress, is elearly taxation without
representation.

It has been generally assumed that President Hoover's desire to re-
tain control over the flexible duties arose from his belief that he could
correct any defects or any injustice which might appear in the bill
after it came from Congress. Under the new plan he has no such
power. The commission may name a rate, and he must take it or
leave it. In all other respects his hands are tied. The commission
censes to be merely a fact-finding organization and becomes a law-
making and tauxing body, and the President’s relation to it is prac-
tically the same as his relation to Congress. He may veto its acts, or
he may approve them, or he may allow them to become the law of the
land without his signature.

Mr. Hoover's acceptance of any such arrangement will involve a
complete reversal of the pogitlon which he took on the tariff in his
speech in Boston on October 15, 1928, during the presidential campaign.
On that occasion he strongly opposed any further delegation of aun-
thority to the Tariff Commission, saying :

“There is only one commission to which the delegation of that
authority can be made. That Is the great commisslon of their own
(the people's) choosing—the Congress of the United States and the
President.”

The Republican leaders now propose to delegate that authority fo a
commission not of the people’s choosing. Will Mr. Hoover stand his
ground and use his veto to prevent this supplanting of the powers of
Congress and this destruction of the constitutional rights of the people?

CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum,
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will eall the roll.
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Allen Gillett McCulloch Smoot
Ashurst Glass McEellar Steck
Barkley Glenn McMaster Hteiwer
Bingham Goll McNary Stephens
Black Goldsborough Metealf Sullivan
Blaine Greene Norbeck Swanson
Rorah Hale Norris Thomas, Idaho
Bratton Iarris Ngﬂ Thomas, Okla.
Brock Harrison Oddie Townsend
Broussard Iastings Overman Trammell
Cupper Hatfield Fatterson Tydings
Caraway Hawes Phipps Vandenberg
Connally Hayden Pine Wagner
Copeland Hebert Pittman Walcott
Conzens Heflin Ransdell Walsh, Mass,
Cutting Howell Reed Walsh, Mont
Liale Johnson Robinson, Ark. Waterman
Deneen Jones Robinson, Ind. Watson

Diil Kean Robsion, Ky. Wheeler
Fess Kendrick Sheppard

Frazier Keyes Shortridge

George La Follette Bimmons

The senior Senator from Minnesota
I ask that this an-

Mr. LA FOLLETTE.
[Mr, SHIrsTEAD] is unavoidably absent.
nouncement may stand for the day.

Mr. SHEPIPARD. I wish to annonnce that the Senator from

Florida [Mr. Frerceer] and the Senator from Sonth Carolina
[Mr. Syara] are detained from the Senate by illness,
The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-five Senators have answered
to their names. A quorum is present.
PROMOTION OF VOCATIONAL EEHABILITATION
The VICEH PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the action
of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the amendments
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of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10175) to amend an act entitled
“An act to provide for the promotion of vocational rehabilita-
tion of persons disabled in industry or otherwise and their
return to civil employment,” approved June 2, 1920, as amended,
and requesting a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon.

Mr. METCALF. I move that the Senate insist on its amend-
ments, agree to the conference asked by the House, and that the
Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the Vice President appointed
Mr. MeTcALF, Mr. Couzens, and Mr. Warsu of Massachusetts
conferees on the part of the Senate.

PETITIONS

Mr, ALLEN presented a communication from J. H. Hoeppel,
manager of the Retired Men's News, of Arcadia, Calif,, in refer-
ence to the bill (H. R, 10662) providing for hospitalization and
medical treatment of transferred members of the Fleet Naval
Reserve and the Fleet Marine Corps Reserve in Government
hospitals without expense to the reservist, and suggesting the
inclusion therein of enlisted men retired from the Army after
30 years' service, which was referred to the Committee on
Naval Affairs,

Mr. PHIPPS presented the petition of ¥, B. Morris and sun-
dry other citizens of Breckenridge, Colo., praying that the Con-
gress promptly take such action * as may be necessary to allow
the people decisively to say whether or not they desire to retain
or to repeal the eighteenth amendment, and to do so in such a
manner that their action will not be eomplicated nor confused
with other issues,” which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. McNARY, from the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry, to which were referred the following bills, reported them
severally without amendment and submitted reports thereon as
indicated :

8.3409. A bill to provide for the collection and publication of
statistics of peanuts by the Department of Agriculture;

8. 3594. A bill authorizing appropriations for the construction
and maintenance of improvements necessary for protection of
the national forests from fire, and for other purposes (Rept.
No. 731) ; and

H. R.10037. An act to amend the act entitled “An act making
appropriations for the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1829, and for other purposes,” approved
May 16, 1928 (Rept. No. 732).

Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on the District of Colum-
bia, to which was referred the bill (8. 3344) supplementing the
national prohibition act for the District of Columbia, reported
it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 736) thereon.

Mr. CARAWAY, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill (8. 654) for the relief of certain persons for-
merly having interests in Baltimore and Harford Counties,
Md., reported it with amendments and submitted a report (No.
737) thereon.

Mr. HOWELL, from the Committee on Claims, to which were
referred the following bills, reported them severally with an
amendment and submitted reports thereon :

H. R. 937, An act for the relief of Nellie Hickey (Rept. No.
T38) ;

5.2854. A bill for the relief of Mrs. A. K. Root (Rept. No,
739) ; and

S.3051. A bill for the relief of William J. Cocke §Rept. No.
T40).

Mr. HOWELL also, from the Committee on Claims, to which
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with-
out amendment and submitted reports thereon :

S. 2790. A bill for the relief of D, B. Traxler (Rept. No. 741) ;

H.R.940. An act for the relief of James P. Hamill (Rept.
No. 742) ; and

H. R. 1559. An act for the relief of John T. Painter (Rept.
No. T43).

ENBOLLED BILLS PRESENTED

Mr. GREENE, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, an-
nounced that on to-day, May 27, 1930, that committee presented
to the President of the United States the following enrolled
bills:

85.15. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to amend the
act entitled *An act for the retirement of employees in the classi-
fied civil service, and for other purposes,’ approved May 22,
1920, and acts in amendment thereof,” approved July 3, 1926, as
amended ;

8. 218. An act to place Norman A, Ross on the retired list of
the Navy;

8.286. An act for the relief of Thelma Phelps Lester:

S.888. An act for the relief of Francis J. McDonald;




1930

§.1309. An
Bourgeois;

8.1572. An act for the relief of the Allegheny Forging Co.;

§.1578. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Illinois
River, at or near Peoria, Il ;

8. 2245. An act for the relief of A. H. Cousins;

8.2524. An act for the relief of J. A. Lemire;

8.3189. An act for the relief of the State of South Carolina for
damages fo and destruction of roads and bridges by floods in
1929;

5.38586. An act for the relief of George Campbell Armstrong;

8.3010. An act to anthorize the President to appoint Capt.
Charles H. Harlow a commodore on the retired list;

8.4182. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
county of Georgetown, 8. C., to construet, maintain, and oper-
ate a bridge across the Peedee River and a bridge across the
Waceamaw River, both at or near Georgetown, 8. C.; and

S.4481. An act authorizing the cxchange of certain real
properties sitmated in Mobile, Ala., between the Secretary of
Commerce on bhehalf of the United States Government and
the Gulf, Mobile & Northern Railroad Co., by the appropriate
conveyances containing certain conditions and reservations.

REPORT OF POSTAL NOMINATIONS

Mr. ODDIE, as in executive session, from the Committee on
Post Offices and Post Roads, reported sundry post-office nomina-
tions, which were placed on the Executive Calendar.

REPORTS FROM COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr, GEORGHE. Mr. President, I inquire of the Senator from
Utah if he expects this morning to report the measures which
were considered to-day by the Finance Committee?

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that I had intended
to report from the Finance Committee two bills and a joint
resolution which were agreed to unanimously by that committee
this morning, and I had intended to ask for their immediate
consideration if there should be no objection.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Mr. President, the Senate is
certainly entitled to know what the measures are and what
changes they contemplate in existing law,

Mr. COUZENS., Let them be read.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Let them be reported for the
information of the Senate.

BETTLEMENT OF GERMAN INDEBTEDNESS ON AWARDS OF MIXED
CLAIMS COMMISSION

Mg, SMOOT. From the Committee on Finance I report back
favorably without amendment the bill (H. R. 10480) to author-
ize the settlement of the indebtedness of the German Reich to
the United States on account of the awards of the Mixed
Claims Commission, United States and Germany, and the cost
of the United States army of occupation, and I submit a report
(No. 733) thereon. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill.,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I inquire what
are the provisions of the bill? What does the bill seek to
accomplish ?

Mr. SMOOT, The Senator will remember that there was an
indebtedness owed by Germany to the United States on account
of the American army of occupation following the World War,
and there have been various awards by the Mixed Claims Com-
mission, In explanation I will quote the following from the
report accompanying the bill:

Army costs

g8), including expenses
gogh) Commission (Ameri-

act granting six months’ pay to Mary A.

Total army cost cha
of Interallied Rbln
can departmen

Credits to Germn

Armistice t‘unds cash reguisi-
tions on German Government)._ $37, 509, 605. 97

Provoet flnes_________________ . 64
&, 240, 759, 29
2, 088. 34

$202, 663, 435. 70

Abandoned enemy war material_
Armistice trocks _____

Spare parts for armistice trocks— ' 355: 546. 73
Coal acquired by army of oeccu-
pRtion. s 7066, 33
44, 797, 790. 30
a5, 247, 865, 645. 49
Pryments received:
Under the army cost a ent
of May 25, 1923, which was
superseded agreement of
Jan. 14, 1925 _____________ 14, 725, 154. 40
Unﬂull;ﬁam agreement of Jan. % 725,89
f ear ot e B8 098 5030
Balance due as of Sept. 1, 1929 ____________. 193,936, 765. 20
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After allowing for the 10 per eent reduction, amounting to $29,268,-
843.58, the sum due on account of army costs will be $164,670,421.62,
The United States will receive on account of this debt about $249,000,-
000 in varying annuities over a perlod of 87 years. The difference of
about $85,000,000 iz intended to comp te the United States for the
deferment of its payments over a 37-year period rather than the 15-year
period provided for under the Parig agreement, and represents interest
at a rate of about 358§ per cent per annum on such deferrcd payments,

A statement of the estimated amount still due from Germany as of
September 1, 1929, on account of the awards of the Mixed Claims Com-
mission follows:

Mized claims

Principal of awards certified to
Treasury for payment__________ $113, 205, 478. 68
Interest up to Aug. 31, 1929 ____ 54, 407, 605. 03

—_———————— $172, 703, 083. T1

Estimated principal amount of

awarr‘]q yet to be entered and
_______________________ 32, 000, 000, 00

21, 000, 000. 00

53, 000, 000, 00
_________________________ :i:_’. 034, 794. 41
Intereut up to Aug. 31, 1929_____. 22,900, 000, DO 64. 034, 704, 41
290, 637, 878. 12
31, 831, 472, 03

2, 149, 692. 70

Received zf‘]rum Germany up to Aug.
Earnings and profits on invest-
ments -

33,981, 164. 73

Estimated balance due as of Bept. 1, 1929____ 256, 656, 713. 39

The bill provides for the final settlement of that indebtedness.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. What is the settlement for
which the bill provides?

Mr. SMOOT. I presume the easiest way to make that known
would be to have the bill itself read.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Can not the Senator state
the provision which it is proposed to make? He is undertaking
to state the provisions of the bill, and I am entirely content
to have him tell the Senate what the settlement is, in general
terms,

Mr. SMOOT. I will be glad to advise the Senate as to that.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. May I inquire of the Senator
when the bill was taken up by the committee, and whether it
was fully sustained by the committee?

Mr. SMOOT. It was fully sustained by the committee.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. 1 ask the Senator from
Georgia, the Senator from Oklahoma, and the Senator from
Kentucky whether they were present when the bill was con-
sidered in the committee and whether they joined in the report?

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. SMOOT. I yield.

Mr. GEORGE. I will say to the Senator that the report was
unanimous on the bill and the minority did join in the report.

Mr. SMOOT. I have filed a report to accompany the bill, but
if the Senator desires me to read the payments which are to
be made, I will do so.

Mr, WALSH of Massachuseits. In further reply to the Sen-.
ator from Arkansas, let me say that there was a large repre-
sentation of the minority, and all agreed to the report of the
bill.
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Then, I have no objection to
the present consideration of the bill

Mr, SMOOT. I ask that the report be printed in the Recorp,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, I think the report should be
printed in the REcorp.

The VIOE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the report ac-
companying the bill will be printed in the REcorp.

The report (No. 733) is as follows:

[8. Rept. No. 733, Tist Cong., 2d sess.]
SETTLEMENT OF INDEBTEDNESS OF GERMAN REICH

Mr. Smoor, from the Committee on Finance, submitted the following
report (to accompany H. R. 10480) :

The Committee on Finance, to whom was referred the bill (II. R.
10480) to authorize the settlement of the indebtedness of the Ger-
man Reich to the United States on account of the awards of the
Mixed Claims Commission, United States and Germany, and the costs
of the United States army of occopation, having had the same under
consideration, report it back to the Senate without amendment and
recommend that the bill do pass.

Following is a copy of the House report on the bill:

[H. Rept. No. 1089, T1st Cong., 2d pess.]

The Committee on Ways and Means, to whom was referred the bill
(H. R. 10480) to authorize the settlement of the indebtedness of the
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German Reich to the Tnited States on account of the awards of the
Mixed Claims Commission, United States and Germany, and the costs
of the United States army of occupation, having had the same under
consideration, report it back to the House with an amendment, and
recommend that ag amended the bill do pass.

The amendment is as follows:

“On page 3, line 18, after the word ‘of," strike out the remainder
of the parngraph down to the period and insert, * 1/2790 kilogram of
fine gold.’

This amcendment corrects a clerical error in the last sentence of the
last section of the bill.

The agreement authorized by the bill will be the first agreement
between the United States and Germany for the liquidation of Ger-
many's treaty obligations on account of (1) reimbursement to the
United States for the expenses of its army of occupation., and (2)
payment of the awards entered by the Mixed Claims Commission,
United States and Germany, on behalf of the United States Govern-
ment and its nationals,

The law authorizing the German Government to execute the pro-
posed agreement was approved by President Hindenburg on March
18, 1930.

Under the terms of the armistice convention signed November 11,
1918, and of the treaty restoring friendly relations signed at Berlin,
August 25, 1921, Germany is obligated to pay to the United States
.the costs of its army of occupation and the awards entered in favor of
the United States Government and itz pationals by the Mixed Claims
Commission, United States and Germany, established pursuant to the
agreement of Avgust 10, 1922, Although payments have been received
on account of these claims through arrangements which this Govern-
ment has had with the principal allied ereditor powers, the United
States has had no direct arrangement with Germany for the liquidation
of these obligations. Now that Germany has concluded negotiations
with all the allied ereditor powers for the final liguldation of her war
debts to them, which will probably become effective carly in May of
this year and In which the United States has no participation, it
becomes neccssary, if the United States is to continue recelving pay-
ments on account of these claiins against Germany, to provide for them
by agreement with that Government.

The Wadsworth agreement, sizmed May 235, 1923, by the prinecipal
allied powers and the United States provided that the United States
should be reimbursed for the expenses of its army of occupation in 12
equal annual installments, the first to be paild on or before December
81, 1923. The United States was to be paid these annual installments
out of funds to be collected by the allied powers from Germany. This
agreement was never ratified, bnt certain funds aggregating $14,725,-
154.40 were set aside under it and were released to the United States
upon the coming into force of the Paris agreement of January 14, 1923,

In the fall of 1923, due to the unstable conditions in Germany, it
was apparent that the payments demanded by the Allles from Germany
far exceeded its immediate capacity to pay, and the whole question of
the payment of Germany's war obligations eame up for consideration.
The Reparation Commission in its decizsion of November 30, 1923, In-
vited a commitiee of experts, headed by Gen. Charles G. Dawes, to
consider the means of balancing the German budget and the measures
to be taken to stabilize the currency of Germany as well as to deter-
mine what reparation payments might be made by Germany in the
immediate future. This committee's report, generally referred to as
the Dawes plan, was made in the spring of 1924,

The United Statcs was not a party to the arrangement establishing
the Dawes plan, but since Germany was virtually in receivership and
the payments provided for in the plan were designed to represent Ger-
many's capacity to pay, the United States could not expeet to receive
the payment of any sum not ineluded in the plan. In order to provide
for the distribution of the Dawes annuities, representatives of all the
ereditor countries met and signed an agreement at Paris dated Januvary
14, 1925. Under the terms of this agreement the United States was to
receive on account of its claim for the expenses of its army of occupa-
tion the sum of 55,000,000 marks (about $13,000,000) per annum,
beginning September 1, 1926, until the army costs should be fully
liguidated. These payments were to constitute a first charge on cash
made available for transfer out of the Dawes annulties after providing
for the service of the German external loan of 1924 and expenses of
certain ¢ The agr t also provided that the United
Btates should receive on account of the awards of the Mixed Claims
Commission 214 per cent of all receipts from Germany available for
distribution as reparations, not to exceed, however, in any one year the
sum of 45,000,000 marks (about $10,700,000). The Government of
Germany was not a party to this agreement between the creditor
powers, including the United States. The United States has received
in full up to September 1, 1929, the amounts provided for it in the
Paris agreement and sef out in the statements of account below.

When the Dawes plan was adopted it was understood that it did not
repregent a permanent arrangement but only a plan of settlement in-
tended to operate for a sufficient time to restore confidence and eventu-
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ally lead to a final and comprehensive agreement. Late in 1928 it
seemed that conditions in Germany were such as to make it desirable
to arrange for a definite settlement of the reparation guestion. On
September 16, 1928, Germany, Belgium, France, Great Britain, Italy,
and Japan agreed that a committee of financial experts to be appointed
should be intrusted with the task of drawing up proposals for a com-
plete and final settlement of the reparation problem. This committee
held ifs first meeting in Paris on Febrnary 11, 1929, and elected Mr.
Owen D. Young, an American citizen, chairman. After arduous and
protracted deliberations the committee on June 7, 1929 {inally reached
agreement on its report, which is generally known as the Young plan.
The plan provides among other things that Germany shall pay an aver-
age anvuity, exclusive of the annual sum required to meet the service
of the German external loan of 1924, of 1,988.800,000 marks (about
$473,000,000) over a period of 87 years, and varying annuities for 22
additional years. The committee recommended a division of these an-
nuities among the several creditor governments in accordance with
which the share allocated to the United States on account of its com-
bined clnims for Army costs and mixed claims was an average annuity
of 66,100,000 marks (about $15,700,000) for 37 years and a flat annuity
of 40,800,000 marks (about $9,700,000) for 15 years thereafter.

The Young plan, when adopted, will supersede the Dawes plan and
the agreement of January 14, 1925, All the machinery through which
payments have been collected from Germany and distributed to the
creditor governnvents will be abolished, If, therefore, the United States
was to receive any further payments in liguidation of Germany's treaty
obligations, it was necessary either to join in the general European
settloment by adopting the Young plan with its many ecomplicated
arrangements having no application to the United States, or to nego-
tiate a simpler separate agreement with Germany alone, There seemed
to be no justification at this late date for Involving the United States
in the responsibilities for collecting, mobilizing, and distributing repara-
tion payments which the adoption of the Young plan and participation
in the organization and management of the Bank for International
Settlements would necessitate. With the approval of the President, the
State and Treasury Departments therefore negotiated with the German
Government a form of agreement under the terms of which it is pro-
posed that the United States will receive from Germany on account of
the costs of the United States army of oecupation an average annulty
of 25,300,000 marks (about $6,026,000) for a perled of 87 years, and
on account of the awards of the Mixed Claims Commission a fiat annu-
ity of 40,800,000 marks (about $9,700,000) for a perlod of 52 wyears.
Under the Young plan the Governments of France and Great Britain
forego the collection of about 10 per cent of their total army costs. At
a critical stage of the deliberations of the Young committee the Presi-
dent, after a conference concerning the entire sitnation with leaders of
both Houses of Congress, none of whom raised any objection, stated
for the information of the Young committee that he was prepared to
recommend to the Congress that It auothorize the acceptance of the
annuities allocated to the Unlted States which involve a similar redue-
tion of 10 per cent of our armry costs.

A statement of the army cost account as of September 1,
follows :

1929,

Army costs

Taotal army cost charges (gross), including expenses of
Interallied Rhineland High Commission (American

department) $292, 663, 435. 79

Credits to Germany :
Armistice funds (cash requisi-

tions on German Govern-

L e R e S O $37, 509 605. 97
Provost fines__ - __. - _.____ = b, 033, 64
Abandoned enemy war material_ B, 240 TH9, 29

- Armlstlcu trucks oot o o 1.532, 088, 34

are parts for armistice trucks_ 3505, 546. 73

oal ncquired by army of occu-

pation 756, 33

44, 797, 790. 30

247, 885, 645. 49
Pavments received:
Under the army cost a

¥ eement
of May 25, 1823, w

ich was

superseded by agreement of

AET R T ) TR R 14, 725, 154. 40
Under I’srls ag:t-oment of Jan.

P U [l e R S i R 89,203, 725. 89

53, 928, 880, 29

Balance due as of Sept. 1, 1929 . _________ 103, 936, 765. 20
After allowing for the 10 per cent reduction, amounting to $29.266,-
343,58, the sum due on account of army costs will be $164,670.421.62.
The Fnited States will receive on account of this debt about £249,000,000
in varying annuities over a period of 87 years. The difference of about
$85,000,000 is intended to compengate the United States for the defer-
ment of its payments over a 37-year period rather than the 15-year
period provided for under the Paris sgreement, and represents interest
at a rate of about 3% per cent per annvm on such deferred payments,
A statement of the estimated amount still due from Germany as of
September 1, 1929, on account of the awards of the Mixed Claims Com-
mission follows:




1930

Mized claims

Principal 05 awards certified to 8113 205, 478, 68
Treasury for payment____ oo
Interest u{; to Aug. 31, 19290 ______ 9, 40'{, 605. 03

Estimated principal
nwards yet to be

$172, 703, 083, T1
amount of
entered and

% rtifled o R 32, 000, 000, 00
atlmnted Interest up to Aug
Lo - 21, 000, 000. 00

Al 53, 000, 000. 00
Awards to United States Govern-

ment ____ 422. 034, 794 41

terest : it JEEE et
In op to Aung. 31, 1929 64, 934, 794, 41

290, 637, 878. 12
31, 831, 472, 03
2, 149, 692. T0

Remiveul from Germany up to Aug.

Earnings and profits on invest-

ments

33, 081, 164. 73

Estimated balance due as of Sept. 1, 1920___. 256, 656, 713. 30

Under the Paris agreement the United States received during the
standard Dfawes year the sum of about $10,700,000 (45,000,000 marks)
on account of mixed claims awards. The sum provided in the proposed
agreement with Germany is an annual payment over 52 years of about
$9,700(000 (40,800,000 marks). It is estimated that this latter an-
nuity will pay in full all of the awards of the Mixed Claims Commis-
sion, United States and Germany, in favor of the United States and its
nationals, with interest. On the basis of the annuity granted to the
United States on this account under the Paris agreement, it was esti-
mated that the awards to private elaimants would have been pald in
approximately 30 years and the awards to the Government in about 14
additional years. Under the proposed agreement it is estimated that
the private claimants will be paid in full In about 85 years and that
the Government will recelve its payments in about 17 additional years,
with simple interest at 5 per cent. In other words, under the proposed
agreement it will require approximately five additional years to pay off
the private clalmants and about three additional years to pay the
Government’s claims, all deferred payments, however, continuing to
bear interest at the rate of 5 per cent per annum,

The proposed agreement follows in general those made with our other
foreign debtors except that the obligations to be issued thereunder are
payable in marks rather than dollars and are unassignable. The Ger-
man Government, however, undertakes to maintain the mint parity of
the mark,

As part of this report there is appended a copy of the statement
made on March 10, 1930, by the Undersecretary of the Treasury before
the eommittee, The I'resident’s message of March 4, 1930, inclosing a
copy of the report dated March 3, 1930, from the Secretary of the
Treasury, and a copy of the proposed agreement to be executed between
the German Government and the United States, will be found in Senate
Document No, 95 (T1st Cong., 2d sess.), ecopy of which is also attached.

APPENDIX

STATEMENT OF UNDERSECRETARY OF THE TREASURY MILLS BEFORE THR
WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE RELATING TO H. R. 10480, A BILL TO
AUTHORIZE THE SETTLEMENT OF THE INDEBTEDNESS OF THE GERMAN
REICH TO THE UNITED STATES OX ACCOUNT OF THE AWAEDS OF THE
MIXED CLAIMS COMMISSION, UNITED STATES AND GERMANY, AXD THE
COSTS OF THE UNITED STATES ARMY OF OCCUPATION

The bill now before you for consideration authorizes the Becretary
of the Treasury, with the approval of the President, to enter into an
agreement with Germany, as set out in general terms in the bill, pro-
viding for the complete and final discharge of the obligations of Ger-
many to the United States in respect of the awards of the Mixed Claims
Commission, United States and Germany, and the costs of the United
Btates army of occupation.

Under the terms of the armistice convention slgned November 11,
1918, and of the treaty restoring friendly relations signed at Berlin,
August 25, 1921, which incorporated by reference certain provisions of
the Versailles treaty, Germany is obligated to pay to the United States

the costs of the United States army of occupation and to satisfy claims.

of the American Government or its nationals who have suffered loss,
damage, or injury to their persons or property, directly or indirectly,
since July 81, 1914, through the acts of the Imperial German Govern-
ment or its agents.

ARMY COSTS

The total costs of the United States army of occupation amount to
$292,668,435.79, Except for cash requisitions on the German Govern-
ment for the use of the army of occupation aggregating $37,509,605.97
and certain other items, such as provost fines, abandoned enemy war
material, ete,, amounting to $7,288,184.33. the United States Government
received no payments on account of army costs up to May 25, 1923.
On that date the United States and the principal allied powers signed
the so-called Wadsworth agreement which provided that our Army costs
gshould be divided into 12 annual installments, and should be, durlng
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the first 4 of the 12 years, a first charge on eash payments received from
Germany after the expenses of the Reparation Commission and the cur-
rent expenses of the allled armies of occupation, but during the last
8 years should be an absolute prior charge on all cash payments, except
for the cost of the Reparation Commission. Ratifications of the Wads-
worth agreement were never exchanged, but we received a payment
under it of $14,725,154.40 In January, 1925. The agreement was super-
geded by the so-called Paris agreement of January 14, 1925, which also
covered awards of the Mixed Claims Commission. This latier agree-
ment was concluded at a meeting of representatives of the creditor
powers, Including the United Btates, called for the purpose of making
distribution of the'annuities provided for under the terms of the Dawes
plan, which had been adopted in 1924. Under the provisions of the
Paris agreement the United States was to reeeive on account of its
army costs, beginning September 1, 1926, the sum of 055,000,000 gold
marks, or about $13,100,000 per annum, which payments were to con-
gtitute a first charge on cash made available for transfer by the transfer
committee out of the Dawes annuities aflter the provision of the sums
necessary for the service of the 800,000,000 gold mark German external
loan of 1924 and for the costs of the reparation and other commissions.
Under the provisions of the Wadsworth agreement our army costs should
have been liguidated by the end- of 1935. TUnder the Paris agreement
the payments would extend over a period of about 18 years, beginning
September 1, 1926,

Up to the 1st of September, 1929, the Unlted States had recelved on
army cost account $39,203,7256.89 under the Paris agreement.

As of September 1, 1929, there was still due on account of army costs
$103,936,765.20.

MIXED CLAIMS

By virtue of an agrecment entered into on August 10, 1922, by the
United States and Germany, there was set up a Mixed Claims Commis-
sion charged with the duty of passing upon the claims of American
citizens arising since July 31, 1914, in respect of damage to or seizure
of their property, rights, and interests, and upon any other claims for
logs or damage to which the United States or its nationals have been
subject with respect to Injuries to persons or to property, rights, and
interests since July 31, 1914, as a consequence of the war, and including
debts owing to American citizens by the German Government or by
German nationals.

The first meeting of the commission was held on October 9, 1922, Up
to August 81, 1929, awards had been certified to the Treasury for pay-
ment which with interest to August 81, 1929, aggregated $172,703,-
083.71. It is estimated as of August 31, 1929, that the principal amount
of awards yet to be entered and certified, together with interest to that
date, amount to $53,000,000, and in addition awards to the United States
Government with interest to August 31, 1929, amount to $64,934,794.41.
In other words, as of August 81, 1929, it is estimated that the total
awards of the Mixed Claims Commission made and to be made aggre-
gated with interest $200,637,878.12,

No provision for the payment of awards of the Mixed Claims Com-
mission was made until the Parie agreement of January 14, 1925. The
Paris agreement provided that the United States should receive 214 per
cent of all receipts from Germany on account of the Dawes annuities
available for distribution as reparations, provided that the annuity
resulting from this percentage should not in any year exceed the sum
of 45,000,000 gold marks. Up to September 1, 1929, the United States
had received from Germany under the Paris agreement for account of
mixed claims, $31,881,472.08, which with earnings and profits on invest-
ments amounting to $2,149,692.70, made available for distribution $33,-
981,164.78, and left $256,656,713.39 still to be provided for. It must be
understood in this connection that the figures relating to the total
amount finally awarded by the Mixed Claims Commission is necessarily
only an estimate, since all of the awards have not as yet been made.

In the meanwhile, the Congress in March, 1928, enacted what is known
ag the settlement of war clalms act of 1928. You gentlemen are too
familiar with that act to make it necessary for me to describe it in
detail. Suffice it to say that it made provision for the order of priority
in which mixed claims should be paid, for the retention of part of the
German property held by the Alien Property Custodian and part of
the funds to be received on account of awards made by the arbiter to
German nationals until a certain percentage of the American claims
had been paid, and then for the ultimate return of the German property
and funds to their owners. The act also covered the rate of interest to
acerue on claims until their final liguidation. Any estimate of the
total amount due from Germany on account of mixed claims must de-
pend, therefore, not only on the awards of the Mixed Claims Commis-
sion but on the terms of the settlement of war claims aet.

It will be observed that the amounts received up to the present time,
both on account of army costs and mixed claims, have been paid, not
by virtue of any agreement with Germany looking to the liguidation
of Its treaty obligations, but by virtue of an agreement with the credi-
tor powers, under the terms of which they undertook to assign to the
satisfaction of our claims a portion of the payments received through
the agent general for reparation payments. This is an anomalous situ-
ation. Im view of the fact that the other creditor powers have now

hed t with Germany for the final liquidation of their

I an agr
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elaims, the time has come for the United States to do likewise, Two
courses were open to us. We could either join with the other creditors
in a general settlement, or rely on a separate agreement with Germany
for the satisfaction of our claims. The course of events which led to
the necessity for such a decision on our part was as follows:

THE YOUKNG PLAN

In 1928 the principal eredifor powers agreed to set up a committee of
independent financial experts to be entrusted with the task of drawing
up proposals for the complete and final settlement of the reparation
problem. The so-called Young plan is the report which this committee
rendered under date of June 7, 1929. As a result of the Young com-
mittee’s reappraisal of wermany’s capacity to pay, it recommended
annuities smaller than the standard annuity of 2,5600,000,000 gold
marks ($595,000,000) in foree under the Dawes plan. Beginning with
742,000,000 reichsmarks ($176,000,000) in the 7 months ending March
81, 1930, which are considered as the first Young plan year, the an-
nuity is 1,707,900,000 reichsmarks ($406,000,000) in the year ending
March 81, 1931, and Increases gradually to the maximum of 2,428.-
, 800,000 reichsmarks ($578,000,000) in the year ending March 31, 1966,
or an average of 1,988,800,000 reichsmarks ($478,000,000) for 87 years,
and continunes at about 1,600,000,000 reichsmarks ($381,000,000) to
1,700,000,000 reichsmarks ($405,000,000) for an additional 22 years.

. It is obvions that the reduction in the annuities to be paid by Ger-
! many necessitated a sealing down of the amounts allocated to each of
;the ereditor powers under the Dawes plan and the Paris agreement.
The Young plan undertakes not only to fix the annuities to be paid by
Germany but to allocate those annuities among the several creditor
powers. The United States was allocated annuities averaging 66,100,000
reichsmarks ($15,700,000) for the first 37 years and a fixed annuity of
40,800,000 reichsmarks ($9,700,000) for 15 years thereafter,

The Young plan, with some modifications, which do not affect our
position, was formally adopted by representatives of all the interested
powers, with the exception of the United States, at The Hague in Janu-
ary, 1930, and the settlement there reached is now awalting ratification
by the governments and the enactment of certain necessary legislation
by the German Parliament,

Two questions present themselves for decision: First, are the annul-
ties provided for the United States acceptable to us; and, in the second
place, should we become parties to the Young plan agreement and re-
ceive payments through the machinery provided therein, or should we
rely on a direct agreement with Germany for the satisfaction of our
claims ?

While it is true that under the so-called Dawes plan and the Paris
agreement we were to receive on both accounts an annuity of 100,000,-
000 gold marks ($23,800,000) as contrasted with an average annuity
of 66,100,000 reichsmarks (§15,700,000) suggested under the Young
plan, it shounld be pointed out that the so-called Dawes plan was a tem-
porary measure and that no period was fixed during which the aforesaid
annuities were to be paid. In other words, there was no assurance that
we would continue to receive 100,000,000 gold marks a year until the
claims on account of army costs and mixed claims had been completely
discharged. Perhaps a better method of approach to the problem is to
ascertain whether the proposed annuity involves any essential sacrifice
in the satisfaction of our outstanding elaims agalnst Germany. In so
far as mixed elaims are concerned, if, as I8 provided in the bill now
before you, 40,800,000 reichsmarks per annum are assigned to their pay-
ment, it is estimated that that amount will be adequate to discharge
the mixed claims obligation in full over the period of years provided
for, with Interest at 6 per cent on unpaid amounts including the United
States Government's claim, Whatever sacrifice is involved as compared
with the Dawes annuity is in the time element. In other words, it is
estimated that it will require 52 years to pay all claims, about 85 years
to pay all of the private claims awarded to American citizens, including
the return of the unallocated interest fund belonging to the German
elaimants, and about 17 years additional to liquidate the claims allowed
the Government of the United States. On the basis of the 45,000,000
gold marks received under the Paris agreement, it wis estimated that
it would have required 30 years to pay off private claims and 14 years
additional to pay off the Government claims.

If an average annuity of 25,300,000 reichsmarks ($06,000,000) for 37
years be allocated to army costs, as the proposed agreement provides,
it will liguidate that claim in 87 years, after reducing the amount
originnlly due on this account by 10 per cent, a sacrifice similar to that
being made by France and Great Britain under the Young plan. The
55,000,000 marks received under the Paris agreement would have dis-
charged our army cost claim in about 15 years from September 1, 1920,
whereas the annuities proposed under the Young plan will liguidate the
balance due after deducting the 10 per cent in 37 years and allow inter-
est on all deferred payments at a rate of about 35§ per cent. It can
falrly be sald, therefore, that except for the time element, which is not
of vital importance in view of the fact that interest is to be paid, no
gacrifice is demanded of us other than a 10 per cent reduction in our
original clalm for army costs, that is as compared with the situation
existing under the Paris agreement, which carried with it no assurance
a8 to continuing payments,
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The Treasury Department is of the opinion that the annuities pro-
posed are acceptable. In urging their acceptance, I think I should point
out to you that as a practical matter our refusal to accept them would
almost inevitably involve a readjustment of the shares to be recelved by
all other creditors, since the report of the Young committee, which has
now been formally accepted, definitely fixed the limits of the total
amounts to be paid by Germany and any claim on our part to increase
our share must occasion a readjustment of the shares to be received by
others.

This brings me to the second question of jyhether, as a matter of
policy, we should have joined the other creditor powers by becoming
parties to the Young plan and availing ourselves of its provisions and
machinery for the satisfaction of our claims. The executive branch of
the Government believed that it was wiser and more consistent with
our established policy for us to refrain from such a course and to look
to Germany directly for the payment of the amounts due us,

The United States has not particlpated in the determination of the
total reparations payable by Germany under the treaty of Versallles or
in the collection or distribution of reparation payments heretofore re-
ceived. There appears to be no justification at this late date for in-
volving our country in the responsibilities for collecting, mobilizing, and
distributing reparation payments which the adoption of the Young plan
and participation in the organization and management of the agency
ereated under that plan would necessitate, Very obviously we amld not
properly avail ourselves of the machinery provided for by the Young
plan and at the same time refuse to accept any of the responsibilities.
The course which we advocate is logical, consistent, and sound, even
apart from the question of linking reparation and debt payments, which,
as we bave consistently maintalned, have no relation in origin, principle,
or in fact.

Moreover, without even suggesting the probability of such an event
taking place, suppose at some future date Germany finds itself unable
to continue the conditional payments, If at that time we are officlally
represented on the board of the Bank for International Settlements, or
opon the so-called advisory committee to be appointed by the governors
of central banks of issue of the principal countries concerned, we, be-
cause of our comparatively small interest in the general settlement,
might find ourselves in the position of an arbiter called upon to settle
and decide a controversial and difficult European question.

It may be urged that our failure to become parties to the Young plan
involves an element of sacrifice on our part, since we thereby forego the
claim for a share in the so-called unconditional annuities which we could
very justly have advanced in view of the priority enjoyed by army-cost
payments under the terms of the Paris agreement. But aside from the
fact that the Young plan did not allocate to the United States any share
of the unconditional annuities and that, judging by events, they could
not have been obtained without the most serious kind of controversy, it
seems to me that the terms of the agreement which we have submitted
to you for approval amply protect the interests of the United States and
of its nationals. Under its terms Germany makes an unqualified and
unconditional promise to pay. The only provigso which in any way iimits
that obligation is the one which is found in all of our debt settlement
agreaments and which permits the debtor to postpone payments for a
limited period of time with interest on the postponed payments.

The Treasury Department, therefore, recommends the passage of the
bill ander consideration granting to the SBecretary of the Treasury, with
the approval of the Fresident, the authority to enter into the agreement
the terms of which are set forth in Benate Document No. 95, Seventy-
firet Congress, second session.

In brief, the agreement provides that Germany agrees to pay 40.800,-
000 relchsmarks per annum for the period September 1, 1929, to March
31, 1930, and the sum of 40,800,000 relchsmarks per annum from April
1, 1920, to March 81, 1981, in satisfaction of mixed claims, and begin-
ning September 1, 1920, an average annuity of 25,300,000 reichsmarks
for 37 years in full lignidation of our army costs. As evidence of this
indebtedness Germany is to issue to the United States, at par, bonds
maturing semiannnally. Germany, at its option, upon not less than 90
days' advance notice, may postpone any payment on account of prin-
cipal falling due to any subsequent September 30 and March 31 not
more than two and one-half years distant from Its due date, but only
on condition that if this option is exercised the two payments falling
due in the next succeeding 12 months can not be postponed more than
two years, and the two payments falling due in the second succeeding
12 months can not be postponed more than one year unless the pay-
ments previously postponed have actuaily been made. All postponed
payments on account of mixed claims are to bear interest, at & per cent,
the rate provided in the settlement of war claims act, and sll payments
postponed on account of army costs are to bear Interest at the rate of
35 per cent. While the annuities are stated in terms of reichsmarks,
payments are to be made in dollars, either at the Treasury or al the
Federal Reserve Bank of New York. The exchange value of the mwk in
relation to the dollar shall be calculated at the average of the middle
rates prevailing on the Berlin bourse during the half-monthly period pre-
cedlng the date of payment. The German Government undertakes that
the reichsmark shall have and shall retain its convertibility into gold
or devisen as contemplated in the present Reichsbank law and thal the
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reichsmark shall retain the mint parity defined in the German ecoinage
law of August 30, 1924, This provision corresponds to the provision in
the Young plan settlement accepted by all of the other creditor powers.
It was not felt that the United States was justified in demanding prefer-
entlal treatment in this respect.

The Secretary of the Treasury will not, of course, execute any such
agreement until the Young plan has formally come into effect, thus
giving assurance that the whole reparations question is, in all human
probability, finally liguidated. What the proposed agreement does in
g0 far as the United States is concerned is to provide for a final liguida-
tion of her claims against Germany. I feel confident that it will com-
mend itself to your judgment.

[8. Doc. No. 95, T1st Cong., 2d sess.]
To the Congress of the United States:

I am submitting herewith, for your consideration, a copy of the report
of the Secretary of the Treasury regarding the proposed agreement and
exchange of notes with Germany for the complete and final discharge of
the obligations of that Government to the United States with respect fo
the awards made by the Mixed Claims Commission, United States and
Germany, and for the costs of this Government's army of occupation.

The plan of settlement has my approval, and I recommend that the
Congress enact the necessary legislation authorizing it.

HerperT HOOVER.

Tae WHITE House, March 4, 1930.

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, March 3, 1930.

My Deir M. PrESIDENT: I bhave the honor to submit the following
report regarding the. terms of the proposed agreement for the complete
and final discharge of the obligations of Germany to the United States
in respect of the costs of the United States army of occupation and the
awards of the Mixed Claims Commission, United States and Germany.

Under the terms of the armistice convention signed November 11,
1918, and of the treaty signed at Berlin August 25, 1921, Germany is
obligated to pay to the United States the costs of the United States
army of occupation and the awards made in favor of the United States
Government and its nationals by the Mixed Claims Commission, United
States and Germany, established in pursuance of the agreement of
August 10, 1922. The United States has had no direct arrangement with
@ermany for the lignidation of these obligations.

Under the terms of the treaty of Versailles Germany undertakes to
make compensation for all damage done to the civilian population of
the allied and assoclated powers and to their property during the
war. The treaty provides for the establishment of a reparation com-
mission as the agency of the allied and associated governments for
determining the amount to be paid by Germany on this aceount,
collecting the payment thereof, and distributing it among the creditor
powers. The United States has not been represented upon nor par-
ticipated in the reparation commission. In this connection reference
is made to the reservation by the Senate in its resolution advising
and consenting to the ratification of the treaty restoring friendly
relations, signed by the United States and Germany at Berlin August
25, 1921.

The reparations commission fixed the liability of Germany at 132,-
000,000,000 gold marks. By 1924 it became apparent that Germany
was unable to meet the required payments, and accordingly in that
year the powers entitled to reparations, but mot including the United
States, on August 80, 1924, signed at London an agr t under the
terms of which the so-called Dawes plan was finally adopted. This
limited the treaty payments to be made to the allied and associated
powers by Germany to certain fixed annuities, increasing gradually to
2,500,000,000 gold marks for the year ended August 31, 1929, the first
so-called standard year, which annuity was to be continued for an
jndeterminate period and was to be supplemented under certain con-
ditions by additional payments based on a so-called index of prosperity.

On January 14, 1925, representatives of the powers signatory to
the London agreement, together with representatives of the United
States, signed what is known as the Paris agreement, which allocated
the Dawes annuities among the ereditor governments concerned. This
agreement alloeated to the United States an annuity of 55,000,000 gold
marks beginning September 1, 1926, on account of army costs and an
annunity equivalent to 214 per cent of all receipts from Germany avail-
able for reparation payments, not to exceed 45,000,000 gold marks in
any one year, for account of the awards of the Mixed Claims Commis-
slon. Up to August 31, 1929, the United States received each year
the amounts stipulated under this agreement.

It was not within the competence of the Dawes committee to fix the
number of annuities Germany should pay and thus permit a final and
definite settlement of German reparations. The Dawes committee
merely attempted, therefore, a settlement temporary in character de-
signed to réstore economic stability and confidence and which would, at
the appropriate time, facilitate a final agreement.

In 1928 the principal interested Governments (Germany, Belgium,
France, Great Britain, Italy, and Japan) agreed to set up a com-
mittee of independent financlal experts to be intrusted with the task
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of drawing up proposals for the complete and final setilement of the
reparation problem. Germany and the reparation commission ap-
pointed a committee including two American citizens, of whom one, Mr.
Owen D. Young, was subsequently elected chairman of the committee.
The so-called Young plan is the report which this committee rendered
under date of June T, 1929.

As a result of the Young committec’'s reappraisal of Germany's
capacity to pay, it recommended annuities smaller than the standard
annuity of 2,500,000,000 gold marks in force under the Dawes plan.
Beginning with 742 800,000 reichsmarks in the seven months ending
March 31, 1930, which are considered as the first Young-plan year,
the annuity is 1,707,900,000 reichsmarks in the year ending March 31,
1931, and increases gradually to the maximum of 2,428,800,000 reichs.
marks in the year ending March 31, 1966, or an average of 1,988,
800,000 reichsmarks ($473,732,160) for the 37 years and continues
at about 1,6800,000,000 to 1,700,000,000 reichsmarks for an additional
22 years., These annuities were calculated as inclusive of payments
to the United States, and in an annex to the plan dealing with the
allocation of the annuities the United Btates was allocated annuities
averaging 66,100,000 reichsmarks for the first 37 years and a fixed
annuity of 40,800,000 reichsmarks for 15 years thereafter. While the
annex does not fix the amounts to be allocated, respectively, to mixed
claims and army costs, the SBecretary of State and I recommend that
a fixed annuity of 40,800,000 reichsmarks for 52 years be allocated
to the payment of awards of the Mixed Claims Commission and that
an average annuity of 25,300,000 reichsmarks for the first 37 years be
allocated to the satisfaction of army costs. After taking into consid-
eration the payments which have been received on account of army
costs and a 10 per cent reduction in the total amount originally due
on this account, the average annuity above recommended for alloca-
tion to army costs will be sufficient to pay the balance remaining,
with Interest at about 3% per ecent per annum on that portion of the
payments postponed beyond the period when payment would have been
received under the Dawes plan. In order to bring Germany’s pay-
ments within the limit of that country’s capacity to pay, as determined
by the committee of experts, it was necéssary for the creditors to com-
promise their claime. On this basis the Young plan contemplated a
redoction of 10 per cent in the army cost accounts of Great Britain,
France, and the United States.

Ag a substitute for all of the agencles heretofore set up for the col-
lection and distribution of reparation payments, the Young plan pro-
posed the creation of the Bank for International Settlements. This
bank is to receive, distribute, and assist in the mobilization of German
reparation payments.

The Young plan with some modifications was formerly adopted by
representatives of all the interested powerg at The Hague in January,
1930, and the settlement there reached is now awaiting ratification by
the governments and the enactment of eertain mecessary legislation by
the German Parliament.

The United States has at all times maintained a detached position
with respect to the European reparation question and the claims of the
United States against Germany, except definite accounts, like army costs,
have been determined independently by an international judicial com-
mission on which Germany was equally represented. The United States
has not participated in the determination either of the total reparations
payable by Germany under the treaty of Versailles (total of 132,000,
000,000 marks as notified to Germany in May, 1921) or of the percent-
ages of distribution fixed by the principal creditor powers in 1920 (the
so-called Spa percentages).

Both the Seeretary of State and I have felt that the position stead-
fastly adhered to by our Government was a sound one and that there
was no justification at thig late date for involving our country in the
responsibilities of collecting and distributing reparation payments, which
adoption of the Young plan would necessitate. Very obviously we could
pot avail ourselves of the machinery provided for by the Young plan and
at the same time refuse to accept any of the responsibilities. ~

We have, however, a very direct interest in the recommendations made
by the experts’ committee, That committee undertook not only to fix
the annuities to be paid by Germany in full discharge of Iis obligations
but to allocate the amounts to be pald to the several ereditor nations.
As already stated, the amount allocated to the United States is an aver-
age annuity of 66,100,000 reichsmarks for 37 years and a fixed annuity
of 40,800,000 reichsmarks for 15 years thereafter. The United States is,
of course, under no legal obligation to accept these sums as representing
the total amount which it is to receive from Germany on account of
army costs and mixed claims, but as a practical matter, since the report
of the experts’ committee was a proposal definitely fixing the limits of
the total amounts to be paid by Germany, any claim on our part to in-
crease our share would necessarily involve a readjustment of the shares
to be recelved by all other nations. Bince, In view of all the circum-
stances, the concessions asked of us do not seem to be disproportionate
to the concessions made by other creditors, and in view of the relatively
small amount of our elaim as compared with the total amounts, there is
in my opinion no justification for the refusal on our part to accept the
annuities recommended by the experis’ committee.
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Apart frem a minor arrangement providing for the realization by
the United Btates of its 214 per cent share in German payments under
the Dawes plan, the United States has never had an agreement with
Germany for liguidating the army costs and the awards of the Mixed
Claims Commission. As an approximate estimate of these awards
can now be made and the settlement of war claims act of 1928 has
determined the method of paying them, an agreement regulating and
funding the German obligations is not omly possible and desirable
but necessary in view of our decision not to avail ourselves of the
machinery provided by the Young plan for the collection of the pay-
ments to be made by Gernmny to the United States. Buch an agree-
ment has been negotiated, subject to the granting by the Congress of
authority for its execution. It conforms clogely to precedents estab-
lished in our other debt agreements with foreign governments and is
transmitted herewith for submission to the Congress if it meets with
your approval.

The details of the proposed agreement attached hereto require no
special comment. It differs from this Governmrent’'s previous debt agree-
ments primarily in that the obligation is expressed in reichmarks rather
than in dollars and the bonds evidencing the obligation are not in
negotinble form.

With the exception of the already-mentioned 10 per cent reduction
on the army-costs account, the proposed agreement involves no reduc-
tion in the principal amount to be paid by Germany. It does involve
an extension of Germany's paymrents over a longer period than would
have been required had the Dawes-plan arrangements continued to
function without interruption. Fifty-five million marks a year would
have paid the army costs in about 15 years. The proposed agreement
extends the payment over 37 years with 3% per cent interest on post-
poned payments. Forty-five million marks per annum would have
pald the mixed-claims awards in about 44 years. It is estimmted that
40,800,000 marks per annum will pay them in about 52 years with
interest which generally is at the rate of 5 per cent.

The security for the payments is the full failih and credit of
Germany.

On every occasion the United States has expressly reserved its
rights under existing treaties and agreements, thus preserving intact
the rights of the Congress to dispose of this matter. The time has
now come to reach an agreement providing for the final payment
and discharge of these outstanding claims.

With this in view, it is suggested that legislation be sought from
the Congress authorizing the Becretary of the Treasury, with the ap-
proval of the President, to enter into an agreement with Germany
in general terms as set forth in the attached form of agreement and
exchange of notes.

The execution of the agreement and the exchange of notes, if
authorized, will, of course, be conditional on the coming into opera-
tion of the Young plan as accepted by The Hague Conference In substi-
tution for the Dawes plan which is still legally in force. The proposed
agreement will be retroactive to Beptember 1, 1929, and Germany
will be credited for its payments since then as set forth in the
draft of notes to be exchanged simultaneously with the execution of
the agreement.

Faithfully yours,
A, W. MELLON,
Seeretary of the Treasury.
The PrESIDENT,
The White House.
: AGREEMENT
‘Made the day of , 19—, at the City of Washington,

Distrlet of Columbia, between the Government of the German

Reich, hereinafter ealled Germany, party of the first part, and the

Government of the United Btates of America, herelnafter ealled

the United States, party of the second part

Whereas Germany is obligated under the provisions of the Armistice
Convention signed November 11, 1918, and of the treaty signed at
Berlin, August 25, 1921, to pay to the United States the awards, and
interest thereon, entered and to be entered in favor of the United
States Government and its nationals by the Mixed Claims Commission,
United States and Germany, established in pursuance of the agreement
of Aungust 10, 1822; and

Whereas the United States is also entitled to be reimbursed for the
costs of its army of occupatiton; and

Whereas Germany having made and the United States having re-
ceived payments in part satisfaction on account of these two obligations
desire to ‘make arrangements for the complete and final discharge of
said obligations : :

Now, therefore, in consideration of the premizes and the mutual cove-
nanis herein contained it is agreed as follows:

1. Amounts to be paid: (a) Germany shall pay and the United States
shall accept in full satisfaction of all of Germany's obligations re-
maining on account of awards, including interest thereon, entered and
to be entered by the Mixed Claims Commission, United States and
Germany, the sum of 40,800,000 reichsmarks for the period of SBeptember
1, 1929, to March 31, 1930, and the sum of 40,800,000 reichsmarks
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per annum from April 1, 1930, to March 21, 1981. As evidence of
this indebtedness Germany shall issue to the United Btates at par, as
of September 1, 1929, bonds of Germany, the first of which shall
be in the principal amount of 40,800,000 reichsmarks, dated September
1, 1929, and maturing March 31, 1930, and each of the others of
which shall be in the principal amount of 20,400,000 reichsmarks, dated
September 1, 1929, and maturing serially on September 80, 1980, and
on each suecceeding March 31 and September 30 up to and including
March 31, 1981. The obligations ol Germany hereinabove set forth
in this paragraph shall cease as soon as all of the payments contem-
plated by the settlement of war claims act of 1928 have been completed
and the bonds not then matured evidencing such obligations shall be
canceled and returned to Germany, 2

{b) Germany shall pay and the United States shall accept in full
reimbursement of the amounts remaining due on account of the costs
of the United States army of occupation the amounts set forth on
the several dates fixed in the following schedule:

Reichsmarks
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As evidence of this indebtedness, Germany shall issue to the United
States, at par, as of September 1, 1929, bonds of Germany, dated
September 1, 1929, and maturing on March 31, 1930, and on each suc-
ceeding September 30 and March 31 in the amounts and on the several
dates fixed in the preceding schedule.

2. Form of bonds: All bonds issued hereunder io the United States
shall be payable to the Government of the United States of America
and shall be signed for Germany by the Reichsschuldenverwaltung.
The bonds issued for the amounts to be paid under paragraph No.
1 (a) of this agreement shall be issned in 103 pleces, with maturi-
ties*and in denominations corresponding to the payments therein set
forth, and shall be substantially in the form set forth in * Exhibit A™
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hereto annexed, snd shall bear no interest, unless payment thereof is
postponed pursuant to paragraph No. 5 of this agreement. The bonds
1ssued for the amounts to be paid under paragraph No. 1 (b) of
this agreement shall be issued in T3 pleces, with maturities and in
denominations corresponding to the payments therein set forth, and
shall be substantially in the form set forth in “ Exhibit B" hereto
annexed, and shall bear no interest, unless payment thereof is post-
poned pursnant to paragraph No. 5 of this agreement.

4. Method of payment: All bonds issued hereunder shall be payable,
both principal and interest, if any, at the Federal Reserve Bank of
New York for eredit in the general account of the Treasury of the
United States in funds immediately available on the date when pay-
ment is due in United States gold coin in an amount in dollars equiva-
lent to the amount due in reichsmarks, at the average of the middle
rates prevailing on the Berlin Bourse, during the half-monthly period
preceding the date of payment. Germany undertakes to have the
Reichsbank certify to the Federal Reserve Bank of New York on the
date of payment the rate of exchange at which the transfer shall be
made. Germany undertakes, for the purposes of this agreement, that
the reichsmark shall have and shall retain its comvertibility into gold
or devisen as contemplated in section 31 of the present Reichsbank law,
and that for these purposes the reichsmark shall have and shall retain
a mint parity of 1/2790 kilogram of fine gold as defined in the Ger-
man colnage law of August 30, 1924,

4. Security : The United States hereby agrees to accept the full faith
and credit of Germany as the only security and guaranty for the
fulfillment of Germany’s obligations hereunder.

5. Postponement of payment: Germany, at its option, upon not less
than 90 days’ advance notice in writing to the United States, may post-
pone any payment on account of principal falling due as hereinabove
provided, to any subsequent September 30 and March 31 not more than
two and one-half years distant from its due-date, but only on condition
that in case Germany shall at any time exercise this option as to any
payment of principal, the two payments falling due in the next succeed-
inz 12 months ean not be postponed to any date more than 2 years
distant from the date when the first payment therein becomes due unless
and until the payments previously postponed shall actually have been
made, and the two payments falling due in the second succeeding 12
months ean not be postponed to any date more than 1 year distant
from the date when the first payment thereln becomes due unless and
until the payments previously postponed shall actually haye been made,
and further payments can not be postponed at all unless and until all
payments of principal previously postponed shall actually have Deen
made. All payments provided for under paragraph No. 1 (&) of this
agreement so postponed shall bear interest at the rate of 5 per cent
per annum, payable semiannually, and all payments provided for under
paragraph No. 1 (b) of this agreement so posiponed shall bear interest
at the rate of 38 per cent per annum, payable semiannually.

6. Payments before maturity : Upon pot less than 90 days' advance
notice in writing to the United States and the approval of the Secretary
of the Treasury of the United States, Germany may, on March 31 or
September 30 of any year, make advance payments on account of any
bonds issued under this agreement and held by the United States. Any
such advance payments shall be applied to the principal of such bonds
as may be indicated by Germany at the time of the payment.

7. Exemption from taxation: The principal and interest, if any, of
all bonds issued hereunder shall be paid without deduction for, and
shall be exempt from, any and all taxes or other public dues, present or
future, imposed by or under anthority of Germany or any political or
local taxing authority within Germany.

8. Notlces: Any notice from or by Germany shall be sufficient if
delivered to the American Embassy at Berlin or to the Secretary of the
Treasury at the Treasury of the United Btates in Washington. Any
notice, request, or consent under the hand of the Becretary of the
Treasury of the United States sball be deemed and taken as the notice,
request, or consent of the United States and shall be sufficient if
delivered at the German Embassy at Washington or at the office of the
German Ministry of Finance at Berlin. The United States in its dis-
eretion may waive any notica required hereunder, but any such walver
shall be in writing and shall not extend to or affect any subsequent
notice or impair any right of the United States to require notice here-
under.

9. Compliance with legal requirements: Germany and the United
Hiates, each for itself, represents and agrees that the executlon and
delivery of this agreement have in all respects been duly authorized, and
that all acts, conditions, and legal formalities which should have been
completed prior to the making of this agreement have been completed
ag required by the laws of Germany and of the United States, respec-
tively, and in conformity therewith.

10. Counterparts: This agreement shall be executed in two counter-
parts, each of which shall be in the English and German languages, both
texts having equal force, and each counterpart having the force and
effect of an original,

In witness whereof, Germany has caused this agreement to be exe-
cuted on its behalf by its ambassador extraordinary and plenipotentiary
at Washington thereunto duly authorized, and the United States has
likewise caused this agreement to be executed on its behalf by the Bec-
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retary of the Treasury, with the approval of the President, pursuant to
the act of Congress approved all on the day and year first
above written.

Tae GErMAN REICH,
By !
Ambassador Eztrasrdinary and Plenipotentiary.
y THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
By

Becretary of the Treasury.
Approved :

e
President.

ExHIBIT A

(Form of bond)
= THE GEEMAN REICH
R. M. 20,400,000. No. —

The German Reich, herelnafter called Germany, in consideration of
the premises and the mutual covenants contained in an agreement dated
—  between it and the United States of America, hereby
promises to pay to the Government of the United States of Amerlca,
hereinafter called the United States, on , the sum of
20,400,000 reichsmarks. This bond is payable at the Federal Reserve
Bank of New York in gold coin of the United States of America in an
amount in dollars equivalent to the amount due In reichsmarks at the
average of the middle rates prevailing on the Berlin Bourse during the
half monthly period preceding the date of payment.

This bond is payable without deduction for, and is exempt from,
any and all taxes and other public dues, present or future, imposed by
or under authority of Germany or any political or local taxing authority
within Germany.

This bond is issued pursuant to the provisions of paragraph No.
1 (a) of an agreement dated , between Germany and the
United States, to which agreement this bond is subject and to which
reference is hereby made.

In witness whereof, Germany has caused this bond to be executed
on its behalf by The Reichsschuldenverwaltung and delivered at the
city of Washington, D. C., by its ambassador extraordinary and pleni-
potentiary at Washington, thereunto duly authorized, as of September - 5
1929,

For THE GERMAN REICH,

THE REICHSSCHULDENVERWALTUNG,
» President,
, Member,

By

ExmeiTr B
(Form of bond)
THE GERMAN REICH

R. M. No. —

The German Reich, hereinafter called Germany, in consideration of
the premises and the mutual covenants contained in an agreement dated
——, between it and the United States of America, hereby
promises to pay to the Government of the United States of America,
hereinafter called the United States, on , the sum of —————
Reichsmarks (R. M. ). The bond is payable at the Federal
Reserve Bank of New York in gold coin of the United States of America
in an amount in dollars equivalent to the amount due in reichsmarks
at the average of the middle rates prevailing on the Berlin Bourse
during the half monthly period preceding the date of payment.

This bond is payable without deduction for, and is exempt from, any
and all taxes and other public dues, present or future, imposed by or
under anthority of Germany or any political or local taxing authority
within Germany.

This bond is issued pursuant to the provisions of paragraph num-
bered 1 (b) of an agreement dated , between Germany and the
United States, to which agreement this bond is subject and to which
reference is hereby made.

In witness whereof, Germany has caused this bond to be executed
on its behalf by the Reichsschuldenverwaltung and delivered at the
city of Washington, D. C., by its ambassador extraordinary and
plenipotentiary at Washington, thereunto duly authorized, as of Septem-
ber 1, 1929,

For THE GERMAN REICH,
THE REICHSSCHULDENVERWALTUNG,
AR
y &7 .

» Member.

By

NOTES TO BE EXCHANGED BETWEEN GERMANY AND THE UNITED STATES
SIMULTANEOUSLY WITH EXECUTION OF THE AGREEMENT FOR THE COM-
PLETE AXD FINAL DISCHARGE OF THE OBLIGATIONS OF GER MANY TO THE
UNITED STATES WITH RESPECT TO THE AWARDS MADE BY THE MIXED
CLAIMS COMMISSION, UNITED STATES AND GERMANY, AND FOR THE COSTS
OF THIS GOVERNMENT'S ARMY OF OCCUPATION
The German Government (the Government of the United States)

has the honor to set forth its understanding of paragraph No. 4 of the
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agreement executed this day between the United States and Germany
in the following sense :

(a) In respect of the acceptance by the United States of the full
faith and eredit of Germany as the only security and guaranty for the
fulfillment of Germany's obligations under the agreement, Germany
will be in the same position as the principal debtors of the United
States under the debt funding agreements which exist between them
and the United States.

{b) Nothing contained therein shall be construed as requiring the
United States to release any German property which it now holds
other than as heretofore or hereafter authorized by the Congress of
the United States.

The German Government (the Government of the United States)
also desires to expressly recognize, so far as the agreement executed
this day belween the United Btates and Germany is concerned, the
prior rights of the holders of the bonds of the German external loan
as provided in the general bond securing the loan dated October 10,
1924,

The United States has received the sum of R. M, and the
sum of R. M. on account of the bonds numbered 1 to be
delivered under paragraphs numbered 1 (a) and 1 (b), respectively,
of the agreement cxecuted this day between the United States, and
Germany. The receipt of these amounts will be evidenced by an in-
dorsement by the United States on tlie bonds on account of which the
sumsg were received,

The agreement executied this day between the United States and
Germany is subsiituted for the direct arrangement providing for the
realization by the United States of its 214 per cent share in German
payments under the experts’ plan of 1924.

Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. President, I inquire how much does this
bill earry in American money?

Mr. SMOOT. After deducting the credits allowed Germany
on account of the army costs the amount involved is $164,670,-
421,62, and on account of awards of the Mixed Claims Commis-
sion, $256,656,713.39.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas.
payment of the balance?

Mr. SMOOT, The payments are to be made as follows: On
Mareh 31, 1930, $25,100,000; on March 31, 1931, $12,750,000;
on March 31, 1932, $12,650,000. Then the payments continue to
1965, when the last payment will be $17,650,000.

Mr, DILL, Mpr, President, is this the bill which proposes to
settle the German claims?

Mr. SMOOT. It is.

Ar. DILL, I object to the present consideration of the bill;
it is a very important measure.

The VICE PRESIDENT. On objection, the bill will go to
the calendar,

ADJUSTED COMPENSATION OF WORLD WAR VETERANS

Mr, SMOOT. From the Committee on Finance I report back
favorably without amendment the bill (H. R. 9804) to amend
the World War adjusted compensation act, as amended, by ex-
tending the time within which applications for benefits there-
under may be filed, and for other purposes, and I submit a
report (No. 734) thereon.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I snggest to the Senator that
he ask unanimous consent for the immediate consideration of
the biill. I hope that it will be acted upon at this time; every-
body is favorable to it, including the Veterans' Bureau and
others interested.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas,
sideration of the bill.

Mr., SMOOT. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate
congideration of the bill.

There being no objection, the bill (H. R. 9804) to amend the
World War adjusted compensation act, as amended, by ex-
tending the time within which applications for benefits there-
under may be filed, and for other purposes, was read, considered,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed, as
follows :

Be it enacted, etc., That subdivisions (b) and (e) of section 302, sec-
tion 811, and subdivision (b) of section 604 of the World War adjusted
compensation act, as amended (U. 8. C., Bupp. III, title 238, secs,
612, 621, and 004), are nmended, fo take effect as of December 31, 1929,
by siriking ont * January 2, 1930, wherever it appears in such sub-
divisions npd section, and Inserting in liem theréof ** January 2, 1935."

Sec. 2. Bection 002 of the World War adjusted compensation act, as
amended (U. 8. €., Supp. II, title 38, sec. 662), iz amended, to take
effect ns of December 31, 1929, by striking out * before January 3,
1930, wherever it appears in such section, and inserting in lieu
thercof “on or before January 2, 1935."

8ec. 3. Subdivision (b) of section 3812 of the World War adjusted
compensation act, as amended (U. 8. C., Supp. III, title 38, sec. 622),
is amended, to take efect as of May 20, 1928, to read as follows:

What is the provision for the

I have no objection to the con-
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“(b) If in the case of any such individual who is a veteranm it ap-
pears that his application was not made and flled prior to the beginning
of such 7-year period, or that although entitled to recelve adjusted serv-
ice pay he did not receive it prior to the beginning of such 7-year
period, then (if such 7-year period began on or before January 2, 1933)
his dependents who have made and filed application before the expira-
tion of one year after the date of the expiration of such T-year period
or on or before January 2, 19335, whichever 13 the later date, shall be
entitled to receive the amount of his adjusted-service credit In accord-
ance with the provisions of Title VI.”

Sec. 4. This act shall not Invalidate any payments made or applica-
tion received, before the enactment of this act, under the World War
adjusted compensation act, as amended. Payments under awards here-
tofore or hereafter made shall be made to the dependent entitled thereto
regardless of change in status, unless another dependent establishes
to the satisfaction of the director a priority of preference under such
act, a3 amended. Upon the establishment of such preference the re-
maining installments shall be paid to such dependent, but in mo casa
shall the total payments under Title VI of such act, as amended (ex-
cept sec, 608), exceed the adjusted-service eredit of the veteran,

Sec. 5. If, prior to the date of the enactment of this act, the Secre-
tary of War or the Secretary of the Navy, as the case may be, have
made certification under geciion 303 of the World War adjusted com-
pensation act, as amended (U. 8. C., Bupp. III, title 38, sec. 613), on
an application bearing the identified fingerprints but lacking the proved
signature of a veteran now deceased, such application and certification
ghall be held and considered to bave been legally made, and any ad-
justed-service certificate issued to the veteran upon such certification
ghall be held to have been validly issued and shall be valid,

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS UNDER SETTLEMENT OF WAR
CLAIMS ACT, 1928

Mr. SMOOT. From the Committee on Finance I report back
favorably without amendment the joint resolution (H. J. Res,
328) authorizing the Immediate appropriation of certain
amounts authorized to be appropriated by the settlement of war
claims act of 1928, and I submit a report (No. 735) thereon. I
ask unanimous consent for the immediate consideration of the
joint resolution.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I inquire, Mr. President, of
the chairman of the committee the character of claims that are
embraced within this joint resolution?

Mr. SMOOT. The purpose of the joint resolution is to antlwr-
ize the immediate appropriation of the balauce of funds neces-
sary to pay the awards of the arbiter under section 3 of the
settlement of the war claims act of 1928. If the joint resolu-
tion shall be passed before the Congress finally adjourns, it will
stop the payment of interest which would otherwise be paid and
would mean the saving of many million dollars.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, The claims involved are ad-
judicated claims, are they?

Mr. SMOOT. All the claims are adjudicated.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Then they ought to be paid.
I have no objection to the consideration of the joint resolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the considera-
tion of the joint resolution?

There being no objection, the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 328)
authorizing the immediate appropriation of certain amounts
authorized to be appropriated by the settlement of war claims
act of 1928 was read, considered, ordered to a third reading,
read the third time, and passed, as follows:

Resolred, ete., That the sums aunthorized by subsection (p) of section
3 of the settlement of war claims act of 1928 to be appropriated afler
the date on which the awards of ithe war claims arbiter under gection
3 of such aet are certified to the Secretary of the Treasury are herchy
authorized to be appropriated at any time, but shall not be avuailable
until after such date.
BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. BORAII:

A bill (8. 4584) for the relief of Ellwood G. Babbitt and other
officers and employees of the Foreign Commerce Service of the
Department of Commerce, who, while in the coursze of their re-
spective duties, suffered losses of Government funds or personal
property, by reason of theft, catastrophes, shipwreck, or other
canses ; to the Committee on Foreign Itelations.

By Mr. TRAMMELL :

A Dbill (8. 4585) authorizing the State of Florida, through its
highway department, to construet, maintain, and operate a free
highway bridge across the Choctawhatchee River near Iree-
port, Fia. : to the Committee on Commerce,

By Mr. McNARY :

A bill (8. 4586) to authorize additional appropriations for
the National Arboretum; to the Committee on Agriculture and
Foresiry.




1930

By Mr. NORRIS:

A bill (8. 4587) to amend section 109 of the aet entitled “An
act to codify, revise, and amend the penal laws of the United
States,” approved March 4, 1909, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BLAINE :

A bill (8. 4588) to amend the act entitled “An act to fix and
regulate the salaries of teachers, school officers, and other em-
ployees of the Board of Education of the District of Columbia,”
approved June 20, 1906, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Distriet of Columbia.

By Mr. ODDIE:

A bill (8. 4580) to authorize the Secretary of War to lend
War Department equipment for use at the Lincoln Highway
celebration at Ely, Nev., during the month of June, 1930; to
the Committee on Mlilitary Affairs.

By Mr., NORBECK :

A bill (8. 4590) granting a pension to Little Hawk (with ac-
companying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 4591) granting a pension to Antoine De Rock-
Brain (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pen-
slons.

HOSPITALIZATION OF NAVAL RESERVISTS

Mr, ALLEN submifted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 10662) providing for hospitali-
zation and medical treatment of transferred members of the
Fleet Naval Reserve and the Fleet Marine Corps Reserve in
Government hospitals without expense to the reservists, which
was referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs and ordered to
be printed.

AMENDMENTS TO RIVER AND HARBOR BILU

Mr. HARRIS submitfed two amendments intended to be pro-
posed by him to House bill 11781, the river and harbor aunthori-
zation bill, which were ordered to lie on the table and fo be
printed.

AMENDMERT TO SECOND DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. McNARY submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the second deficiency appropriation bill, which
was referred to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered
to be printed, as follows:

At the proper place in the hill insert:

“(Coast Guard station at or in the vicinity of Port Orford, Oreg.:
¥or the construction and equipment of a Coast Guard station on the
coast of Oregon, at or in the vicinity of Port Orford, at such point as
the commandant of the Coast Guard may recommend, as authorized by
the act entitled “An aet making appropriations for sundry civil ex-
penses of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1892, and
for other purposes,” approved March 3, 1891, §———, to be available
until expended.”

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSBE

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Farrell,
its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had disagreed to
the amendment of the Senate to the joint resolution (H. J. Res.
270) authorizing an appropriation to defray the expenses of the
participation of the Government in the Sixth Pan American
Child Congress, to be held at Lima, Pern, July, 1930 ; requested
a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. Tempere, Mr, Fisua, and Mr,
LaxTHICUM were appointed managers on the part of the House
at the conference.

The message also announced that the House had passed the
following joint resolutions, in which if requested the concur-
rence of the Senate:

H. J. Res. 346. Joint resolution to supply a deficiency in the
appropriation for the employees’ compensation fund for the
fiscal yenr 1930 ;

H. J. Res. 340, Joint resolution making an appropriation to
the Grand Army of the Republic Memorial Day Corporation for
use on May 30, 1930 ; and

H. J. Res, 350. Joint resolution to provide funds for payment
of the expenses of the Marine Band in attending the Fortieth
Annual Confederate Veterans' Reunion.

ENEOLLED BILLS SBIGNED

The message further announced that the Speaker had affixed
his signature to the following enrolled bills, and they were

signed by the Vice I’resident:

S.15. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to amend the
act entitled ‘An aet for the retirement of employees in the
classified civil service, and for other purposes,’ approved May
22 1920, and acts in amendment thereof,” approved July 3,
1926, as amended ;

H. R.7955. An act making appropriations for the military
end nonmilitary activities of the War Department for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1931, and for other purposes;
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H. R.9412. An aet to provide for a memorial to Theodore
Toosevelt for his leadership in the cause of forest conservation;
and

H. R.11433. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to pro-
vide for the acquisition of certain property in the District of
Columbia for the Library of Congress, and for other purposes,”
approved May 21, 1928,-relating to the condemnation of land.

BIXTH PAN AMERICAN CHILD CONGRESS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the action of
the House of Representatives disagreeing to the amendment of
the Senate to the joint resclution (H. J, Res, 270) aunthorizing
an appropriation to defray the expenses of the participation of
the Government in the Sixth Pan American Child Congress, to
be held at Lima, Peru, July, 1930, and requesting a conference
with the Senate on the dicagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon,

Mr. BORAH. I move that the Senate insist on its amend-
ment, agree to the conference asked by the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and that the Chair
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the Viee President appointed
Mr. Boram, Mr. Jorxsoxn, and Mr. Swansoy conferees on the
part of the Senate.

EXBECUTIVE MESSAGES AND APPROVALS

Messages in writing were communicated to the Senate from
the President of the United States by Mr. Latta, one of his sec-
retaries, who also announced that the President had approved
and signed the following acts:

On May 26, 1930:

S, 180, An act to legalize a bridge across 8t. Johns River 234
miles southerly of Green Cove Springs, Fla.;

85.195. An act to facilitate the administration of the national
parks by the United States Department of the Interior, and for
other purposes ;

S.3741. An act to extend the times for commencing and com-
pleting the construction of a bridge across the south fork of the
Cumberland River at or near Burnside, Pulaski County, Ky.;

8.8742. An act to extend the times for commencing and com-
pleting the construction of a bridge across the Cumberland
River at or near Burnside, Pulaski County, Ky.;

S.3743. An act to extend the times for commencing and com-
pleting the eonstruction of a bridge across the Cumberland
River at or near Canton, Ky. ;

S.3744. An act to extend the times for commencing and com-
pleting the construction of a bridge across the Tennessee River
at or near Eggners Ferry, Ky. ; and

8. 3746, An act to extend the times for commencing and com-
pleting the construction of a bridge across the Ohio River at or
near Maysville, Ky.

On May 27, 1930:

8. 87R83. An act for the relief of the State of Georgia for dam-
agt[ei to and destruetion of roads and bridges by floods in 1929;
an

8.3817. An act to facilitate and simplify pational-forest ad-
ministration,

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS REFERRED

The following bills and joint resolutions were severally read
twice by their titles and rceferred as indicated below :

H. R. 4015. An act to provide for the revocation and suspen-
sion of operators’ and chauffeurs’ licenses and registration cer-
tificates: to require proof of ability to respond in damages for
injuries caused by the operation of motor vehicles; to prescribe
the form of and eonditions in insurance policies covering the
liability of motor-vehicle operators; to subject such policies to
the approval of the commissioner of insurance ; to constitute the
director of trafiic the agent of nonresident owners and operators
of motor vehicles operated in the Distriet of Columbia for the
purpose of service of process; to provide for the report of acci-
dents: to authorize the director of traffic to make rules for the
administration of this statute; and to prescribe penalties for
the violation of the provisions of this act, and for other pur-
poses ;

H. R. 9641. An act to control the possession, sale, transfer, and
use of dangerous weapons in the District of Columbia, to pro-
vide penalties, to prescribe rules of evidence, and for other
purposes ; and

H. R. 12571. An act to provide for the transportation of school
children in the District of Columbia at a reduced fare; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

H.J. Res. 346, Joint resolution to supply a deficiency in the
appropriation for the employees' eompensation fund for the fiscal
year 1930;
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H. J. Res. 349. Joint resolution making an appropriation to
the Grand Army of the Republic Memorial Day Corporation
for use on May 30, 1930; and

H. J. Res. 350, Joint resolution to provide funds for payment
of the expenses of the Marine Band in attending the Fortieth
Anmnual Confederate Veterans' Reunion; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

REVISION OF THE TARIFF—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, I ask that the conference report
g‘éllch 1 presented to the Senate yesterday be laid before the

nute.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate
the conference report on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
on certain amendments to the tariff bill.

(The report is printed at page 9523 et seq. in the Senate pro-
ceedings of yesterday's Recorp.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Utah [Mr.
Swmoor] is entitled to the floor.

Mr. BARKLEY. DMr. President, at the proper time, whenever
it is, and if this is the proper time I shall do so now, I wish
to make a point of order against the conference repori.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Against the second report or the
first report?

Mr. BARKLEY. Probably against both.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The point of order can be made at
any time before the report is agreed to.

Mr. BARKLEY. The point of order of course will lie, if it
lies at all, against several amendments, on the ground that the
conferees have exceeded their aunthority in the adjustinent of
differences between the House and the Senate. I do not care
to take the time now to make points of order if the Chair
prefers that the matter be taken up at some other time, but I
do not want to lose the right to make the point of order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator has the right to make
the point of order at any time before the report is adopted.
There are two separate reports, The last report has now been
taken up. The first report is not now before the Senate.

Mr. BARKLEY. Will it be in order to make points of order
and let them be pending?

Mr. SMOQOT. Not against the first report, because that is
not now before the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the Senator desires to make a
point of order against any item in the second report, that may
be done and it may be considered as pending if the Senator
from Utah, who has the floor, will yield for that purpose.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. SMOOT, 1 yield.

Mr. FESS. If the point of order is made, and then any
Senator demands the regular order, would not the Chair have
to rule?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The point of order is not debatable
unless the Chair desires to hear Senators upon it. The Chair
will state that upon a measure of such great importance the
present occupant of the Chair would no doubt want to hear argu-
ments upon the point of order.

Mr. FESS. My inquiry was to avoid shutting off anyone
who might want to make a statement., If the point of order is
made now and some one should then demand the regular order,
it might cut off debate.

Mr, BARKLEY. Mr. President, in order that the question
may be before the Senate for such disposition as the Chair may
see fit to make of it, I make the point of order now that the
conferees exceeded their authority in rewriting the flexible
provisions incorporated in their second report.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I did not yield to the Senator
from Kentucky for the purpose of making the point of order.
He may make it as soon as I conclude what I have to say.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Utah has the
floor.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. SMOOT. I yield.

Mr. HARRISON. I am merely going to suggest that we ought
to proceed with the consideration of the conference report on
the tariff bill in an orderly way. Of course, there are several
of us who want to discuss it—and to discuss it at length—but
it does seem to me if there is a point of order that will lie as to
either the first or the second of the conference reports that it
ought to be made now, and it ought to be decided, so that we
can determine whether or not the bill is going back to conference,
and then proceed with the debate,
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I was going to suggest to the Senator that he ask unanimous
consent that the two reports be laid before the Senate now—
they can be voted on separately, if the Senator desires—so that
both may be before the Senate.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I would prefer to have the report
which I submitted yesterday considered at this particular time.
I think proceeding in that way will hasten matters, and I believe
that is the proper way in which to proceed. I should like to
explain just exactly what the conferees have done in the second
report and state the reasons for the changes made. Then, if
the Senator from Kentucky shall desire to make the point of
order, after T have explained the report, he may do so; but I
do not think that a point of order would lie against the flexible
provigion to which he has referred.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. SMOOT. 1 yield.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator from Utah suggested
that he had not yielded for the purpose of permitting the Sena-
tor from Kentucky to make the point of order. I do not want to
let that suggestion pass unnoticed, because my understanding is
that a Senator may rise to a point of order even though another
Senator has the floor, and that the point of order takes prece-
dence of anything else. I think, however, Mr. President, that it
would be more advisable for the Senator from Kentucky not to
press his point of order at the present time until after the Sena-
tor from Utah shall have explained the nature of the conference
report, and particalarly that portion of it to which the Senator
from Kentucky desires to press his point of order.

Mr., BARKLEY. Mr. President, I had not intended to take
the Senator from Utah off his feet; I was merely trying to
preserve my rights,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I wish to add that I trust the sug-
gestion of the Vice President will be accepted, and that the
Senator from Kentucky will take occasion to embrace the oppor-
tunity afforded by the Vice President to discuss at length his
contention that the conferees exceeded their powers.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from Virginia?

Mr, SMOOT. I yield for a question.

Mr. SWANSON. I will ask this question: The Senator has
stated that there are two reports here; is the last report in-
tended as a substitute, if it shall be acted on, for the first
report?

Mr. SMOOT. No.

Mr. SWANSON., Will it be necessary to approve both of
them before the bill will finally be disposed of?

Mr, SMOOT. They deal with different subjects. If the Sena-
tor will take the two reports and compare them, he will find that
the first report deals with subjects not at all involved in the
subsequent report.

THE NATURE OF AND THE REABONS FOR CHANGES MADE IN THE DUTIES IN
THE PENDING TARIFF BILL (H. R, 2687) AS COMPARED WITH THE TARIFF
ACT OF 1922 AND THE EFFECT OF THESE CHANGES

Mr, President, changes made in the duties on imports entering
the United States in the course of the current tariff revision have
aroused so much misinformed comment that an outline of such
changes, their nature, the reasons for them, and their effect
seems desirable even at this late date for a better understand-
ing and appreciation of H. R. 2667.

In this statement the comparisons are based on imports for
consumption during the calendar year 1928, Items which are
dutiable under the present law but which have been transferred
to the free list in H. R. 2667 are included in order to show the
net effect of all changes made. Items on the free list under the
tariff act of 1922 but which have been transferred to the duti-
able list in H. R. 2667 also are included, because customs rev-
enues will result from imports of them under the new law, and
such changes are factors in the net effect sought. Items now
dutiable but whieh appear in H. R. 2667 at the same or at
higher or lower rates of course are included. The result of
the foregoing is to show the net effect on customs revenues of
changes made In duties in H. R. 2667, as indicated by the 1928
imports for consumption. Because of changes made in classi-
fications resulting from a need for greater clarity in descriptions
and more detailed segregations of items for statistical and
administrative reasons, not all of the effects of changes which
have been made in the duties can be shown statistically. In
other words, there is a group of relatively unimportant non-
comparable items. The value of such imports in 1928 amounted
to $40,768,502, as compared with a total of $1,614,282 138 for
both comparable and noncomparable items, The noncomparable




1930

items, thervefore, account for 2.0 per cent of the total as com-
pared with $1,573,152.027, or 97.5 per cent of comparable itemns.
A stutement of the effect of changes made in the duties, there-
fore, mwust deal with this preponderant percentage of comparable
items. A careful study by the best informed body of tariff spe-
cialists ever assembled indicates that there is 1o reason to be-
lieve that the results would be changed appréciably if it were
practicable to include In the comparisons the minute percentage
of noncomwparable items.

In this statement of the nature and effect of changes In
daties in H. R, 2667, as compared with the tariff act of 1022,
the mutter I8 first taken up schedule by schedule for the suke
of explicituess, The bill then is summarized to give the de-
dgired biml'seye view of the entire subject. In order not to
present too much wearlsome detall, however, only the really
important changes will be specifically referred to.

SUHEDNLE 1. CHEMICALS

In Schednle 1 there are 535 named items and basket clauses
in the present law, ag compared with 556 in the final draft of
H. 1L 2667. Twenty-six items have been transferred from the
dutiable to the free list and 14 have been transferred from the
free to the dutinble list. No change has been made in the rites
on 469 items and bagket clunses, On the rest the duties have
been inereased on 47 and decreased on G6. On the basis of lm-
ports during 1928, the net result of these changes is to show
customs duties amounting to $20,748,153 under H. R. 26067, as
compared with $27088049 under the present law. The re-
spective computed ad valorem equivalents of these duties is
31.40 per cent and 20,22 per cenf, or an increase of 218 per
cent. Thig increase in the duties and in the computed ad
valorem rate results almost entirely from:

(1) An increase in the duty on olive oil, in the interest of
domestic producers of competitive oils and raw materials
therefor.

(2) An increase in the duty of soybean oil, in the interest of
the growing domestic production of soybeans for oll crushing,

(3) An increase in the duty on easein, in the interest of
domestie producers of gkim milk, the raw materlal of casein,

(4) Increnses in the dutics on starches, dextrines, glue, and
gelatin, in the Interest of the American farmers who produce
competitive raw materials,

(5) Increazes in the dutles on oleie acid and stenrie aeid,
Joint products of tallow, in the Interest of American farmers
atud ranchers, the producers of the raw mnterials.

(i) Increases in the rates of bulyl ncetate and amyl acetate,
competitive with the domestic fermentation of corn, in the in-
terest of Amerlean farmers who produoce cash corn as a mujor
erop.

It should be noted, too, that in the interest of the farmers
provision is made in II. R. 2667 for free entry of all materials
uscd chiefly for fertilizers or for the manufacture of fertilizers,
notwithstanding any other provisions in the bill, Important
agricultural insecticldes also were transferred to the free list.
Moreover, important transfers to the free list were made with
respect to noncowmpetitive raw materinls for varlons manufac-
tured chemieals, in the purchase of which farmiers as well as
city dwellers are interested,

Mr. SIMMONS, Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. SMOOT. 1 should like to proceed in consecutive order.

Mr. SIMMONS, I will not interfere with the order in which
the Senator desires to discuss the subject; I merely wish to
ask him a question, Is he muking a compurison between the
present luw and the report that we are to act upon as sub-
mitted by the conforceg?

Mr. SMOOT. That is what I am endeavoring to do, Mr.
President.

BCHEDULE 2. EARTIIENWARE, OLASEWARN, ETC.

Mr. President, in Schedule 2 there are 296 named items and
basket clauses in the present law as compaved with 318 in
H, H. 2007. There have been 2 transfers from the dutiable
to the free list and 7 from the free to the dutiable list.
Increases in the rates have been made with respect to 122
named items and basket clauses, as compared with 3 decrenses,
Substantial increases were made with respect to commodities
imported in comparatively large quantities. Most important
of these are pottery, certain types of glassware, and certain
building materials. The rates on other gluss are no higher, and
on plute glass are lower, however, than those proclaimed under
the present law. by the President, and effective as from Febrn-
ary 16, 1029. The increased rates on the building materinls
will be effective only in a few of the largest seaports, and
ineffective elsewhere. They will not affeet the farmers, except
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as the market for thelr products is improved as a result of
greater employment in these seacoast industries. Substantially
the same thing is true of the needed increases granted with
respect o pottery,

Greater employment in the pottery ceniers can only renct
favorably on the demand for the producis of American farms.
This also is true with respect to glass. On the basis of imporis
during 1928, the net result of the changes in rates is to show
duties amounting to $20,995,159 under H. R, 2667, as compared
with §25,611,007 under the present law. The computed od
valorem equivalent of the proposed doties is 53.64 per cent, as
compared with 45.02 per cent utider the present law, or #u in-
crease of 802 per cent. In view of the need of the indusiries
for this added protection and of the fact that the farmers will
share in it, farmers need not be concerned.

SCHEDULE 3. METALS

In Schedule 3 there are 653 named items and basket clnuses,
as compared with 706 in H. R. 2667, There were four transfers
to and four transfers from the free lst. Increascs in the rates
were made with respect to 1056 items and basket elanses, and
there are 09 decreases. On the basis of imports during 1928,
the net result of the changes made is to show duties amounting
to $41,637,206 under H. I, 2667, as compared with $40,008.772
under the present law. The respective computed ad valorem
equivalents are 35.01 per cent awd 33.71 per cent, or an increase
of 1.30 per cent. 1n nmo case is there an increase in duties on
metals or manufactures thereof which will affeet the farmer
direetly, and in no case has the farmer more than a very slight,
indirect interest In the higher rates. An important decrease,
to the advantage of the farmers, occurs in the case of aluminum
and all aluminum utensils. The net effect of all the changes
made in Schednle 3 Is merely to perfect it in the light of
expericnce under the tariff act of 1922,

SCNMEDULE 4. WOOD, ETC.

In Schedule 4 there are 67 named items and basket clauses,
as compared with 52 in H. . 2667, Fourteen transfers have
been made from the dutiable to the free list, and two from the
free to the dutiable list. No changes have been made with
respect to 35 named items and basket clanses, while rates have
been increased in the ease of 18 and deereased on 14.  On the
basis of imports during 1928, the rates under H. R. 2067 show
duties amounting to $5,519,370, as compared with $4.191.550
under the present law. The computed ad valorem equivalent of
the duties is ralsed from 7.97 per cent to 1044 per cent, or an
inerease of 2.52 per cent. The net effect of the chauges made is
to remove softwood lumber from the free list.

SCHEDULE 5, SUGAR

In Schedule 5 there are 88 named items and basket clauses in
the present law, and 39 In H. R, 2067. Rates have been In-
creased with respect to 14 items, apd no changes have been
allowed In the rest. On the bagis of imports in 1028, the net
result of the changes I3 to show duoties hmounting to $134.-
030,688 under H, R, 2667 as compared with $118,572,109 under
the present law. The respective computed ad valorem equivi-
lents are 77.21 per cent, and 0G7.85 per cent, or an increase of
0.36 per cent. As is well known to all who have followed the
considerution of the bill, virtually all of the indicated increnses
In the duties and in thelr ad valorem equivalents result from
thie higher rates provided for on raw sugar. These higher rates
are primarily in the interest of the sugur-beet growers of the
Middle, Central, and far West. Nearly all of the beets are
grown on Irrigated farms. Sugar beets are a staple crop of
ligh value per acre, marketed close to the farms, and constitute
thie sheet anchor of irrigated agriculture in the present de-
yvelopment of the United States. Without sugar Leets and hay,
which I3 grown in part as a “rest” crop, and is murketed
chiefly in the form of Hvestock, a great portion of our irrigated
acreage would still be in the natural state. Western rural
development would still be in Its infancy, and the sites of
hundreds of thousands of happy, contented homes would see
Iittle but the prowling coyote and the skulking timber wolf,
stalking wild deer and smaller game. No one need feel con-
cerned with respect to the increased duties on sugar, They
are a national blessing.

SCHEDULE 8, TOBACCO

In Schedule 6 there are 14 named items and basket c¢lauses,
both In the present Jaw and in H., R, 2607. No changes in the
rites have been made in 12 of these, and Increases have bLeen
allowed In but two. On the busis of fmports during 1928, the
effect of these e¢lnnges is to show duties smounting to $40.-
371,197 under H, R, 2607, as compared with $£30,214.791 under
the present law, The respective computed ad valorem equiva-
lents are 64.78 per cent and G3.00 per cent, or an incrcase of
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1.69 per cent. This Increase results solely from a slightly higher
rate on cigar wrapper tobacco granted in the interest of do-
mestic farmers who raise clgar leaf of that type and grade.
The only result of the inerease will be to help these farmers.
BCHEDULE 7. AGRICULTURAL FRODUCTS AND PROVISIONS

In Schedule T there are 362 named items and basket clauses,
a3 compared with 463 in . R. 2067, Twenty-five items have
been transferred from the dutinble to the free list, and 14 have
been transferred from the free to the dutiable list. No changes
have been made with respect to 209 items and basket clauses
as compared with increases in 230 and deerenses in 20. T'rans-
fers from the dutiable to the free list represent largely spices
and spice seeds, unground, and noncompetitive with domestic
raw products. On the basis of imports during 1928, the net
result of the changes is to show duties amounting to $100,-
740,518 under H, 1. 2667 as compared with $64,124,404 under
the present luw. The respective computed ad valorem equiva-
lents of the Increased duties are 34 per cent and 19.86 per
cent, or an increase of 14,14 per cent. The important increases
affect the following ftems:

(1) Live eattle, beef, and veal;

(2) Canned and other prepared and preserved meats, and
fresh meats, n. s p. £ chilefly canned corn beef ;

(3) Dairy products;

(4) Poultry products;

(3) Feed concentrates (transferred from the free list) :

(6) Orchard products, mainly cherries, figs, and eltrus frults;
(7T) Nuts, including peanuts;

(8) Oll-bearing seods;

(9) Fleld, grass, garden, aml flower seeds;

(10) Fresh and
polatoes ; and

(11) Tomg-staple cutton.

Ail of these increases are merited in view of the competitive
situation and were gianted in the interest of the farmers, whose
postwar prosperity has been hindeved in important domestie
areas by world-wide overproduction and low prices for farm
products. The transfer of long-staple cotton from the free to the
dutiable list is vital to the domestic producers of that type of
cotton amd should add largely te returns from farming in
nnmerons areas of the Sooth and Southivest.

SCHEDULR 8, HPIRITS, WINES, AND DEVERAGES

In Schedule 8 there are 30 named items and basket clauses in
the present law as compared with 41 in H. R, 26067. No change
was made in the rates in 37 Instances. Four inereases were
uuide and no deerenses. On the basis of imports in 1928, the net
result of the changes Is to show daties amounting to £GS0,000
under I R, 26067 as compared with $323,045 under the present
law, and an advance in the computed ad valorem eguivalent
from 20,48 per cent to 47.44 per cent, or an increase of 10.96
per cent, This results from higher duties provided for on
ingostura bitters, which under H. R. 2667 will pay the same
duty per proof gallon as spirits, brandies, cordials, and so forth,

SCHEDULE 0. COTTON MANUFACTURES

In Schedule @ there are 91 named Ifems and basket claoses
in the present law as compared with 106 in H, R, 2667. In G4
ingtanees no changes were made in the rates. Thirty-seven in-
ereases and § deereases have been made, and there is one trans-
fer from the free to the dntiable list. On the basis of lmports
during 1928, the net effect of the changes Is to show duties
amounting to §22422198 under H. R, 26067 as compared with
$19,451,504 under the tariff act of 1922, The respective com-
puted ad valorem eguivalents are 40.27 per cent and 46.42 per
cent, or an increase of G.15 per cent. One-half of the increase
in duoties and in the computed ad valorem equivalent results
from the compensatory duty of 10 eents per pound imposed on
‘certnin manufactures of eotton nnd necessary to offset or com-
pensate domestic mills for the duty of 7 cents per pound hmposed
on long-staple cotton (made dutiable in par, 783 of Sched-
ule 7). Nearly all the rest of these increases resnlt from higher
duties needed and provided for on warp-kuit cotton gloves and
Jacquurd-figured cotton upholstery eloths, This part of the in-
creases I8 needed in the interest of cotton-textile workers,

BCHEDULRE 10. FLAX, HEMP, JUTE, ETC.

In Schedule 10 there are 8T named items and basket clauses
under the present law and 89 umder . R, 20667, No changes in
rates were made In 56 instances, and increasges were made in
33. On the basis of imports during 1928, the net result of the
changes is to show duties amounting to $25,500,925 under H. R.
26067, as compared with $24,191,702 under the tariff act of 1922.
The respective computed ad valorem eqguivalents of the duties
are 18,16 per cent and 19.14 per cent, or an increase of 0.08 per
eent. A considerable part of the increascs affect duties on raw
materials—flax, hemp, and palm-leaf fiber. Nearly all of the
rest apply to yurns and threads, to hard-fiber (manila) eord-

cauned  vegetnbles, Including onions and
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age (particularly that less than three-fourths inch in dismeter),
and to manufuctures of linen. These increases were granfed
becanse of proven need of the domestic manufacturers, who
desire to keep their workers employed. The sum total of all
the increascs really is too small geviously to conecern any iu-
terest. The schedule merely has been perfected in the light of
experience under the tariff act of 1922,
BCHEDULE 11. WOOL AXD WOOL MAXTFACTURES

In Schedule 11 there are 65 named items and basket clauses
under the tariff act of 1922 and 67 under H. R. 2067. No
chapges in rates were made in 9 instances. There were 62 in-
crenses and 7 decreases.  On the basis of imports during 1928,
fhe net result of the changes is to show duties nmounting to
$69,600,241 under H. . 2667 as compared with $57,636.041 under
the present law., The respective computed ad valorem equivit-
lents of the duties are 5O.83 per cent and 4054 per cent, or nn
increase of 10.29 per cent.

More than one-third of the inerease in the duties resnlts from
the higher rates on raw wool nmd on wool wastes and rags—
that is, raw materials competitive with domestic wool. About
ane-third of the inereise results from the higher compensatory
duties placed on weool manufactures Lo offset the higher riates on
raw materials aml thus to protect Amervican woolgrowers In
their higher duties on wool, The rest of the increase results
from a proven nevd for and the granting of higher protective
rafes on the finer wool fabries, espeeinlly on wool-folt hat hodies
nud hats, the lmports of which have increased tremendously,
Owing to the bigher duties imposed on wool wastes and rags, it
was necessary to eliminate certain low-value brackets in subse-
quent paragraphs. This elimiontion results in apparent in-
crenses in the duties, but such increases are more apparent than
real. In the interest of the less well-pnid domestic workers
dunties lower than in the present law arve provided for on the
coarser wools, relatively few of which are grown in the United
Hiates.

SCHEDULE 12, MANUPFACTUHRES OF BILK

In Schedule 12 there are 36 named items and baskef clauses
in the present law and 38 in H. R. 2607. No rate changes were
made in 26 of these, increuses were made in 8, and reduoctions
were made In 4. On the basis of imports in 1928, the net result
of these changes is to show dufies smonnting to $19,181,350
under I R. 2667, as compared with $18,348,101 under the tariff
act of 1922, The computed ad valorem equivalent of the duties
is raised from 56.36 per cent to 09.13 per cent, or an increase
of 257 per cent. This increase results almost entirely from
slightly higher rates on ply-spun silk yarns, narrow silk fabries,
and silk-and-cotton umbrella cloths, broad silks, and silk velvets.
There was n demonstrated need for these small increases.

BCOEDULE 13, MANTFACTULES OF HAYON

In the rayon schedule there are 13 named items and basket
clauses in the present law and 30 in H. R. 2067. No changes
in rates were made in 22 of these; increases were mide in 12
and decreases in 2. On the basis of imports in 1928, the net
cffeet of the changes Is to show duties amonuting to $6,1206,964
under H. R. 2007, as compared with $6,019,339 under the tariff
act of 1922, The respective computed ad valorem equivalents
are 03.62 per cenl and 52.68 per cent, or an increase of 0.94 per
cent. Neurly all of the increuses affect rayon yarns, duties on
which were raised slightly for the adequate protection of do-
mestie producers of them. These higher duties necessitated o
correspondingly small increase In the compensatory duties on
manufactures of rayon.

ACHEDULE 14, PATERS AND BOOKS

In the paper and book schedule there are 134 named items in
the present law and 141 in H. I 2067, No rate chinges were
made in 122 of these ; increases were mude in 18 and a decrease
whs made in one. On the basis of importg during 1928, the net
result of these changes is to show duties amounting to $5.385,-
775 under . R. 26067, as compared with $5,113,008 under the
tariff act of 1922, The respective computed ad valorem equiva-
lents are 20.06 per cent and 24.7T4 per cent, or an increase of
1.32 per cent, The bulk of this Increase results from slightly
higher duties on pulpbonrd, which is imported for use in the
manufacture of wall board, and from needed increases in the
duties on papler-miché, certain very thin papers, and decorated
or embossed papers.

SCHEDULE 15. BUNDRIES

In the sundry schedule there are 410 named items and basket
clauses under the tariff aet of 1922 and 481 under H. R. 26G7.
In 204 of these there are no rate changes—increases have heen
made in 156, decreases in 35, 4 items were transferred to the
free list, and 7 were transferred from the free to the dufiable
list. On the basis of imports during 1928 the net result of
these changes is to show duties of $80,008,607 under H, R. 2007,
as compared with $71,959,0620 under the present law. The re-
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sgpective computed ad valorem cquivalents are 21,97 per cent and
27.80 per cent, or an increase of 5.42 per cent. The bulk of the
increase affects (1) straw, chip, and grass braids, bonnets, and
hats; (2) buttens; (3) manufactures of cork; (4) fireworks;
(5) mutehes and mateh splints and skillets; (6) embroideries,
including handkerchiefs; (7) ecattle hides and skins; and (8)
leather tnd leather manufactures, Cattle hides amd skins were
transferred from the free list in the interest of cattie raisers,
and neurly one-half of the higher duties on leather and leather
manufactures results from the duties on hides and skins. In-
crenses nnder (7) and (8) account for nearly 90 per cent of the
net inereases in the schedule us a whole. Most of the other
inereases are offset by lower duties on precious stones, on which
the rates were lessened to add to revenues collected aud to cur-
tall smugeling.
M. R, 2607 AR A WIOLE

In the entire list of comparable items in the tariff act of
1022 there are 2,830 named items and basket c¢lnuses, as com-
pared with 3,218 in H. R. 2067. No rate changes were made in
2,170 of these, or nearly 68 per cent of the total. Increases were
mide in 858 and deereases in 235, Transfers from the dutiable
to the free list embraced 75 itewns and 48 items were transferred
from the free to the dutiable list. On the basis of imports dur-
ing 1925 these changes with respect to comparable items show
duties of $030,456,280 under H, R, 2067, as compared with
$5'.!::'..{‘AB.3£'B under the present law. The computed ad valorem
equivalents of the duties ave 33.22 per cent and 40.08 per cent,
or an increase of G.SU per cent.

The bulk of the indicated increases in the dutles and in the
computed ad valorem equivalents of them results from higher
Guties on competitive agricultural products and from the com-
peusatory element contained In imported manufactured products
which are made in part or entirely from agricultural raw mate-
rials. A earefnl item by item anslysis bas been made by the
Torif Commission of the changes in rates in order to ascertain
the actual protective rates on agricultural raw materials and
the foregoing compensatory elements contained in the duties on
manufactured products which nse agricultural raw materials.
These compensatory elements are protective to agriculture and
merely neutralize for domestic manufactures any effect which
the tariff may have in raising the cost of their raw materials,
Obviously it is the noncompensafory elements in the duties on
imported manufactured products made from agricultural raw
materials wlich constifute the proteetive rates intended to equal-
ize the differences between domestic and foreign costs of con-
version,

The results of this study appear in Table 1 (p. 5) of the
commission’s mimeographed report on Compensatory and Pro-
tective Duties (May, 1930). This report, it should be noted,
mitkes no attempt to separate out the compensatories on agri-
cultural raw materials more than one stage removed from the
raw state. Tor instance, no afttention is given to the comypen-
satory element inherent to the linseed crushed for oil used in
imported paints, or to that inherent to the eattle hides and calf-
skins contained in the leatlier used in imported boots, shoes, and
other manufactures of leather. The {following comparisons,
therefore, minimize the real protection afforded to agriculture,

Part I of the fable referred to above shows that imports of
agricnltural raw materials during 1928 were valued at $512.-
450,270, The duties collected amounted to $195,235,834, equiva-
lent to 38,10 per cent ad valorem. Under the rates provided for
H. R. 2647 the duties would amount to $250,088,224, with an ad
valorem equivalent of 4892 per cent, or an increase of 10,82
per cent.

I'art IT of this table shows that imports in 1928 of manufac-
tured products made from agricuitural raw materials were
valued at $183,062,487. The duties collected amounted to $66,-
176,607, with an ad valorem equivalent of 36,15 per cent, Under
the rates in H. R. 26067 the duties would amount to $89,472,920,
with an ad valorem equivalent of 48.87 per cent, or an increase
of 1272 per cent. DBut the compensatory elements in these
duties, offsefting the higher cost to domestie manufacturers of
agricultural raw materials imported as such, amounted fto $23,-
837,747 under the present law, equivalent to 1411 per cent ad
valorem. Under the rates in H. R. 2667 these compensatory
duties would amount to $42,570,671, equivalent to 23.25 per cent
ad valorem, or an increase of 9,14 per cent. The purely pro-
tective elements in these duties amounted to $40,338 860 under
the tariff act of 1922 as compared with $46,902,249 under the
rates in H. R. 2607, with respective ad valorem equivalents of
22,04 and 25.62 per cent, or an increase of 3.68 per cent.

The foregoing means that, under the rates in H. R, 2667, agri-
cultural raw materials imported as such have fared three times
as well with respect to Increnses in the duties as have protee-
tive rates to American processors of such raw materinls, Sub-
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stantially the same is true with respect to the compensatory
elements contained in the duties on imports of manufactures
made from agricultural raw materials. These compensatory cle-
ments, of course, protect the American farmer In his duties on
competitive raw materials and are as valuable to him as the
duties levied directly on imports of them. The disparity be-
tween the increases proyided for in the interest of the farmer as
compured with those in the interest of the manufacturers of
agricnltural raw materinls are fully justified. Under tariff act
of 1922 the farmer was less well eared for than was intended
when the present law was enacted.

With respect to industrial products made from other than
ngricultural products, with a correction for the change in soft-
wood lumber, Part 111 of the table in question shows that the
duties collected under the present law on imports during 1928
amounted to 5261,232,042, with an ad valorem equivalent of
31.062 per cent. Under the rates in H, I&. 2667 these duties would
amount to $290,295,136, with an ad valorem equivalent of 33,08
per cent, or an increase of 2.06 per ecent. As shown in Part 1V
of the table and with a similar correction for softwood lumber,
the protective rates on all industrial products, irrespective of the
kind of raw materinls used (without deduection of compensa-
tories on ether than agricultural raw materials), had an average
ud valorem equivalent of 28,43 per cent under the present Inw
as compared with 31,570 per cent under H, R. 2667, or an increase
of 2,37 per ceut, On the basis of actual experience in 1028, it is
evident that protective rates to agriculture have been inerensed
i‘nlm-l times as much as the protective rates to indusfry as a
wioaie,

The consideration given to agriculture in H, R. 2667 as com-
pared with the present law also is shown by a comparison of
(1) the Increases in all the duties collected on agricultural raw
materials, (2) of the increases in nll of the protective rates to
all industrial products, and (3) of the total Increases in the
duties on all comparable items, whether agricultural or indus-
trinl. Thus the duties collected on Imports of agricultural prod-
uets, including the compensatory elements in Part 11 of the table
above referred fo, amounted to $221,077.581 under the tariff act
of 1022 as compared with $203,258.805 under II. . 2667, The
Increase amounts to $72,181,314, With a correction to allow for
the change on lumber, the protective rates to industry resulted
in duties amounting to $301.571,802 under the tariff act of 1922
as compared with $337,197.885 under H. 1. 2067, The increase
amounts to $36,402,057. With a similar change concerning lum-
ber, the total duties collected on all comparable items amonnted
to $322.649,383 under,the tariff act of 1922 as compared with
$0630,456,280 under H. R. 2067, and shows a total increase of
$107,806,807. Practically (8 per cent of this total increase re-
sults from the higher duties on agriculturnl raw materials, yet
the declared value of these ltems imported as such was only
;tb()jt;}l;zg:] per cent of the declared value of all comparable imports
n e

The foregoing simply means that H. R. 2607 is written pri-
marlly for agriculture, The bill goes as far as it is possible to
go in protecting agriculture in its home market sand yet not
prejudice the industrial pay rolls, which arve such an hinportant
factor in the size and profitableness of that home market. De-
fects which have become apparent in the tariff act of 1922,
owing to changes in competitive conditions during the past eight
years, have been remedivd.  Agriculture has been given the con-
siderntion which was intended in 1922, but which was prevented
by lack of informnation and by changes in ecompetitive factors
since that time. The bill stands on its merits in appearing for
a final vote.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, 1 suggest the absence of a quornm,

The VICE PRESIDENT, The c¢lerk will eall the roll.

The legislative elerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Allen Gillett MeCulloch Bimmons
Ashurst Glass MclKellar Bmoot
Barkley Glenn MeMaster Bteck
Blngham Gont HeNar Steiwer
Elack Goldsborough Meteal Stephens
Blaine Greene Norbeck Sulllvan
Borah Hale Norris Bwanson
Dratton Harris Nye Thomas, Idahe
Hrock IHarrlson Onkdie Thomas, Okla,
Broussard Hastings Overman Townsend
Capper Hatfleld I'ntterson Trammell
carawny Huwes Phipps Tydings
Connnlly Hayden Pine Yindenberg
Copeland Hebert Pittman Wagner
Conzens eflin Ransiell Walrott
Cutting Howell Reed Walsh, Masa,
Iiale Johnson Itobinson, Ark. Walsh, Mont,
Deneen ones Robinson, Ind. Waterman
Il Kean Robsion, Ky. Watson

Fess Kendrick Schall Wheeler
Frazier Keyes Hheppard

George La Follette Bhortridge
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Righty-six Senators have answered
to their nawmwes., A quorum is present, The question is on agree-
ing to the conference report.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I make the point of order
on the sccond conference report on the ground that the eonfer-
ces exceeded their authority and Jurisdietion in the rewriting
of the so-culled flexible provision of the tariff bill.

I do not make this poiut, Mr. President, merely to be tech-
nieal or punetilious in the consideration of language; I make it
because (hie provision brought back by the conference commit-
tee completely changzes not only the langnage but the effect of
both the House and Senate provisions on that subject.

Mr, WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Sepator from Kentucky
yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr, WATSON. We could not hear the Senator on this side,
and we would like to know what is his point of order.

Mr. BARKLEY. The point of order is that the conforees
exceeded their authority and jurisdiction in the rewriting of the
flexible provision of the tariff bhill.

Mr. WATSON, Mr. SMOOT, and Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas
addressed (he Chair,

The YICE PRESIDENT.
yield ; and if sa, to whom?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator from Indiana for a
question, but I should like to present my reasons for making the
point of order.

Afr. WATSON. May I ask the Senator if he will kindly state
in what particular the conferees exceeded their authority?

Mr. BARKLEY. That is what I was starting to do.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, may I ask the
Senator a question?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yleld.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas:. Has the Senator further points
of order which he intends to direet against the conference
report? '

Mr. BARKLEY. Not against the pending conferénce report.
I have other points of order which I intend to make against
the first conference report which are not invoived In the one now
pending; but the first conference report is not now before us,
and I, therefore, can not muke them.

Mr. President, the lungnage of the so-called flexible provision
as brought back by the conference corimittee changes not only
the provisions from a lingnistie standpoint but from the stand-
puint of the effective law on the subject. I do not deem it neces-
gary to read the House provision on the flexible tariff, nor the
Senate provision on the flexible tariff, buf I think I can suli-
stantially state the difference hetween the two provisions as ear-
ried in the House and Senate bille, and the difference between
both of them and the provision which has been brought back by
the conference cominittee,

There is no rule more firmly settled in both the House anid
the Senate than the rule that a conference committee, made nup
of conferees anppointed by both Houses, shall be limited to the
adjustment of the dlfferences between the two Houses in mat-
ters uf legislation. There I8 no other object in the appointment
of conferces except to find some common grounid between the
exireme House and the extreme Senate provisionm on any sub-
jeet. As Speaker Clark once commented in ruling on a similar
point in the House of Representatives:

Conferees may oscillate back and forth as much ss they pleass be-
tween the extreme Housge and the extreme Benate provision, but they
enn not go beyond the llmitations of either,

1f conferces have the authority to go beyond the provisions of
both the House and the Senate bill In the adjustment of differ-
ences, the confeérces have the power to write legislation.
Neither House of Congress has ever conceded that the conferces
have any power to write new legislation; but, on the contrary,
they have lhmited the conferees to a consideration of the actual
differences between the House and the Scuate.

In commenting on a point of order made in the Senate
former Vice Pregident Marshall made the statement that much
of the legislntion enuncted by Congress is enacted by conferces,
and he predicted that the time would goon come when some
Presiding Officer of the Senate would be compelled to eall a hall
upon such practice by ruling specifically on a point of order
made agninst a conference report on the ground that new lan-
guage anl new provisions were inserted which were not con-
talned in either the House or the Senate bill,

Mr, BLACK. Mr, President, will the Senator yleld?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr, BLACK., Would the Senator object to an illustration
thut has just occurred?

Mr. BARKLEY. No.

Does the Senator from Kentucky
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Mr., BLACK, My attentlon was called yesierday by soue
people from Mobile, Ala., to a provision which was put in tha
naval bill 10 days ago and whieh has become the law. We had
a full hearing on the matter in the Naval Affnirs Commitice a
year ago. The Naval Affairs Committee declined to enavt the
legislation providing for the leage of certain properties of the
Government in New Orleans. They would not report it out
Now, 10 days after the conferees have reported and the bill has
become a lnw it becomes known to the publie that the House
find Senate conferees inserted this provision in the naval bill.

We have had no hearing except the hearing that was held a
year ago, in which they declined to do It, Now it has become a -
law ; and the only chance we will have to do anything with the
matter 18 in some way to attemnpt to get It repealed, by putting a
provision on some appropriation bill or otherwise here in the
Senate. Whether or not we can do that, T do not know; but it
Is just what the Senator says—conference-made law,

Mr. BARKLEY, 1 thank the Senator for his ilustration.
Of course, sumebody, cither in the House or in the Senate, failed
to make a point of order, which wonld have undoeubtedly been
sustained if it had been made in the House.

Mr. President, accepting the statement as frue—which I think
no man will deny—that it is the policy of both the House and
the Senate to confine their conferees to a legitimate and proper
adjustment of the differences between the two Houses in writ-
ing legisiation, I desire to address myself now to the guestion
whether this eonference report violntes that rule.

The House bill provided that the President shall make an in-
vestigation. The very first paragraph of the House provision
on the flexible tariff states that the President shall make an
investigation as to the difference in the cost of production of any
given article in the United States and in any foreign country,
aml alse as to the competitive conditions surronnding the man-
ufacture and sale and distribution of any given article. Of
course, the agency at the hands of the President for making the
investigation is the Tarift Commission, The Tarilf Commission,
under the House bill, operating as the agent of the President,
makes an investigation and a report to the President. The
President ean not act until that report i made to him, There
is no limltation as to the time within whicli the commission
may make s investigation. After it has made [ty Investigution
and has reported back to the President, there is no limitation of
time within which he must act upon it. He may never act upon
it, in which case the rates then in foree, as carried in the act of
Congress, remain effective. If he acts npon it, and the condi-
tions change under which either un increase or a decrense was
proclnimed by the President, he may nullify his own action by
another proclamation terminating the rates fixed by him in the
proclamation made, based upon the report of the Tarilff Com-
missgion.

When the Senate proceeded to consider that part of the tarift
Lill they wrote into it 8 provision authorizing the Tarll Commis-
gion to mnke nn investigation under certain couditions, either
upon ifs own authoerity or upon the request of the President.
There are four or five conditions, on the application of any in-
terested party, upon which the commission may nmke its in-
vestigation. After that investigation iz muade, under the pro-
visioms of the Senate bill the report is then transmitted to the
Congress of the United States, and it may act upon the report
by immedinte legislation, or it may ignore it by taking no ac-
tion; and the provizion of the Senate bill undertakes to set ont
the conditions under which Congress may consider a report
from the Turiff Commission,

The conference courmittee have written into this section a
pravision whieh robs both the President and (he Congress of
a part of the jurisdietion conferred upon them by the House and
the Senate bills, either scparately or taken together, Nelther
in the House blll nor in the Scnate bill is any authority con-
ferred npon the Tarlff Commission to fix rafes. You may search
in vain in the House or Senate bllls for any authority con-
ferring upon the Tariff Commission the power to do anything
except to make an investigation under certain conditions and
make a report to the President or to Congress, In elther case
eitlier the President must aet or Congress must act, and neither
of them is limited as to the jurisdiction of their action, exeept
that the President is limited to an increase or decrease of 00
per cent of the rate carried in the bill; but he has no limita-
tion as to tinre,

Under the amendment brought by the eonference commitiee
the Tariff Commission is anthorized to make an investigation
as to the costs of production at home and abroad. It is an-
thorized to recomurend o rate that will, in its judgment, cover
the difference in cost of production at bhome and abroad; and
the P'resident of the United States is given 60 days in which
to act upon that report. He must act upon it as a whole, ag we
vote on a conference report. He nrust approve it or disapprove
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it in the same terms in which it is submitted to him by the
Tariff Commission.

Under the House language the President may increase any
rate or decrease any rate, based upon the report of the com-
mission, by any amount which he may see fit to increase it or
decrease it so long as it does not exeeed 50 per cent; but under
the language of the conference committee’s report the Presi-
dent has no jurisdiction, even within that 60 days, to nmmke
any increase or any decrease except 111 the very terms sub-
mitted by the Tariff Commission.

Under the language of the Senate, of course, Congress has jur-
isdietion to provide any increase or any decrease, or no decrease
or inerease, in the rates carried in the bill. So, in this particu-
lar, Mr. President, both the President and the Congress are
shorn of their discretion to fix any rate up to 50 per cent above
the pending rate or below the pending rate; and to that extent
they have taken from the language of both the House and the
Senate bills power either of the President or of the Congress of
the United States to deal with this subject.

If the conferemce committee have no power to add new lan-
guage and new provisions not carried in either a House or a
Senate bill, certainly they have no power to eliminate from
either bill power that is contained in either one; and that is
what they bhave done by taking from the President in the one
instance the jurisdiction to increase or decrease a rate by any
amount which he sees fit up to 50 per cenf, and taking from
Congress altogether the power to deal with it.

That is not the worst part of this provision. If, at the end of
60 days, the President has not exercised the little modicum of
rubber-stamp power left in him either to approve or to disap-
prove the report of the Tariff Commission, without the power to
change a single sentence or a single provision or recommendation
in it, at the end of that 60-day period the commission is author-
ized by the conference report to put into effect the rate which it
has recommended, and to issue a proclamation to that effect.

There is not a line nor a syllable nor a suggestion in the
House bill that authorizes the Tariff Commission to fix rates,
There is not a line in the House bill that even suggests that any
action taken by the Tariff Commission shall be final. When
its report has been made to the President, under the House bill,
its work is over. When, under the Senate bill, the report of the
Tarifl Commission is made to the Congress of the United States,
its work is over. But under the provisions of this conference
report the Tariff Commission is authorized to report certain
faets to the President, authorized to make a definite and spe-
cific recommendation as to a rate of increase or decrease, and
the President ean only say “yes” or “no”™ to that. He can not
change it, or exercise any judgment or discretion whatever in
passing upon it. If, at the end of 60 days, he has said neither
“yes” or “no,” then the Tariff Commission is authorized to do
what peither the House nor the Senate bill even suggested that
it might do: It is authorized to legislate. It is authorized to
substitute its own judgment for that of the President and that
of the Congress of the United States, and issue a proclamation
putting its recommendations into effect as the law of the United
States in the taxation of the American people.

There is another vicious element in this amendment as
brought in by the conference committee. Under the House bill,
the President might change the rate after he had increased it
or reduced it. He might wipe out his increase or his decrease,
on the theory that the conditions under which he proclaimed
them have changed. Of course, Congress conld do the same
thing by legislation. There is no power that could limit Con-
gress in changing a rate of tariff if it should see fit to change
it; but, under the provisions of this conference report, when the
Tariff Commission has once proclaimed at the end of a 60-day
period that a rate shall be increased, it is not given the power
even to reduce that rate again, although the conditions may
have totally changed since its proclamation.

Mr. President, this is fundamental not only as to the question
of order but it involves a fundamental question in the structure
of the American Government. By this amendment and by this
conference report we are conferring upon six men not respon-
gible to the people the power of life or death over industry, the
power to bring prosperity or poverty to industry or to the
people of our country. No legislative review is provided for in
this measure by which either Congress or the President at the
end of 60 days may review the action of the Tariff Commission,
or do anything except criticize it, or, in the remote possibility,
bring in another tariff bill o change 'the rates which have been
fixed by the Tariff Commission.

Congress passed a bill upon the subject of immigration where
the House fixed July 1, 1916, as the date when the measure
should go into eifect, and the Senate fixed May 1, 1917. The
conference committee went out and wrote a provision that the
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measure should take effect on July 1, 1917. That conference
report was held out of order because the conference committee
had no power to go beyond May 1, 1917, or to provide an earlier
date than July 1, 1916,

If this conference report is in order, if the conferees have the
power to give the Tariff Commission, after 60 days, the right to
legislate and tax the American people without the right of
appeal, they have the power to eliminate the President alto-
gether and say that the Tariff Commission on its own motion
may make such investigation as they may see fit, and put into
effect either increases or decreases in the tariff rates to take
effect at once upon the completion of their investigation.

If the conferees have the right in this respect to write into
the law power not conferred upon the Tariff Commission, or
dreamed of by either House of Congress, then they have the power
to wipe out all the language of both provisions and write an
entirely new section authorizing the Tariff Commission to be
the legislative body of the Nation, and, for all time in the
future, to switch the tariff rates as they may see fit to do so.

The only limitation in this conference report upon the Tariff
Commission is that they can not act for 60 days and that they
can not go beyond an increase or decrease of 50 per cent. The
Senate eliminated altogether action by the President, and, there-
fore, the 50 per cent provision in the present law limits the Presi-
dent to 50 per cent. The House bill limits the President to 50
per cent, but if the conference committee can confer upon the
Tariff Commission legislative power—which this is—if they
can make of the President of the United Stnfes a mere rubber
stamp, to say, “yes” or “no " or, in thz ease of inaction on
his part, convert the Tariff Commission into a tariff-making
body, then they have the power to elir.inate the rates provided
in the House bill and authorize the 1ariff Commiszion to make
any increase or decrease it may see fit to make.

Mr. President, it seems to me perfectly clear that the con-
ference commiftee have gone beyond their jurisdiction. They
have conferred upon the Tariff Commission authority contained
in neither the House nor the Senate bill. They have author-
ized it to exercise functions which were never conceived of by
either House of Congress, either in the present law or in either
of the bills passed at this session of Congress.

If that has been done, as I most sincerely submit to the
Chair it has been, then the conference committee report is
irregular, because it contains legislation not provided in either
bill, confers aunthority not conferred by either the House or
the Senate, and, therefore, is vicious.

I submit the matter to the President of the Senate.

Mr. WATSON obtained the floor.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President:

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iudmna
yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. WATSON. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. During the last campaign Mr. Hoover had no
more ardent supporters anywhere than the varions newspapers
under the control of the Seripps-Howard organization, so that
the editorial I am going to ask to have the clerk read comes from
a friendly source.

In to-day’s Washington News appears an editorial directed to
the President of the United States entitled * Lest You—or We—
Forget, Mr. President.” I ask that the clerk read the editorial.

There being no objection, the Chief Clerk read the editorial,
as follows:

[From the News, Washington, D. C., May 27, 1030]
LesT Yor—OR WE—TORGET, MB. PRESIDENT
(An editorial addressed to Herbert Hoover) ’

Passage by Congress of the Hawley-Smoot tariff bill threatens the
country. If this occurs, your veto becomes the sole hope of relief from
a measure which our foremost industrialists and economists declare
strikes at the very heart of our industry and our prosperity.

In the opinion of this newspaper, as clear an expression as ever ut-
tered on the relation of mass production and foreign trade to American
prosperity was spoken by you during your campaign for the Presidency.
Your own utterances, we believe, constitute a complete indictment
against this tariff bill. Therefore, we herewith take the liberty of
quoting from your Newark, N. I., address of September 17, 1928, and
your Boston gpeech of October 15, the same year :

“A continued surplus,” you said, “ of unemployed workers means de-
creasing wages, increasing hours, and fear for the future. To protect
labor, to maintain its prosperity, to abolish poverty, we must so organize
our economic system as to provide a job for all who have the will to
work, ¥ ® *

“ Behind every job is a vast, intricate, and delicately adjusted system
of interlocked industries dependent upon skilled leadership and upon
finding a market for their products at home or in foreign lands. The
forces of credit, communications, transportation, power, foreign relations,
and what not, must all be kept in tune if steady employment iz to be
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assured, A fallure In any part Imposes a penalty upon labor through
unemployment. Break this chain or relationship at any point and the
whole machine is thrown out of order. * * * Cease exporting aoto-
mobiles to South America or Europe, and actomobile workers are
thrown out of employment in Michigan. The suffering does not stop
there, It only begins. The steel mills slacken in Pennsylvania and
Indiana. The mines employ fewer workers at Lake Superior. And
every farmer in the United States suffers from the diminished purchas-
ing power and enforced stringency in thousands of homes.

“ More than 2,000,000 families in the United States earn their living
in the manufacture of raw materials which we import in exchange for
our exports,. * % .

“ To-day the whole Nation has more profound reason for solicitude
in the promotion of our foreign trade than ever before. Ags a result of
our inventive gening and the pressure of high wages, we have led the
world in substituting machines for hand labor. This together with able
leadership and skilled workers enables us to produce goods much in ex-
cess of our needs. * * *  We have increased our production approxi-
mately 80 per eent during the last eight years, while our population
has increased only about 10 per cent. Much of this increase of produc-
tion hag been absorbed in higher standards of living, but the surplus
grows with this uonceasing improvement. To insure continuous employ-
ment and maintain our wages we must find a profitable market for
the surplus. We attain stability * * * by the number of different
customers we supply. * * * Consequenily our industries will gain
in stability the wider we spread our trade with foreign countries,
This additional security reflects itself in the home of every worker and
every farmer in our country.

“The expansion of export trade has a vital importance in still
another directlon, The goods we export eontribute to the purchase
from foreign countries of the goods and raw materials which we can
not ourselves produce. We might survive as a nation though on
lower standards and wages, if we had to suppress the 9 per cent or
10 per cent of our total production which is now sold abroad. But
our whole standard of life would be paralyzed and much of the joy of
living destroyed if we were denied sufficient Imports. * * *

* Pereign trade thrives only in peace. But more than that, it thrives
only with maintained good will and mutunal interest with other nations.”

That was the picture you drew in 1928, What of 19307

The Hawley-Smoot tariff has not even yet been passed. So far we
have not sulfered from its substance. Yet its mere shadow, cast before
the coming event, has sufficed to smite American export trade and
American prosperity with a withering blight.

Faetories that were humming in 1928 are idle to-day. Hundreds of
thousands of men who were employed at high wages then are out of
work now. Forces that were leading toward a millennium in the fall
of 1028 have faltered. And the very leaders of that benign industrial
evolution are now crying for relief, Why? Because foreign trade—
that great govermor, that great balance wheel to which you referred—
has stripped its gears.

Great Britain, France, Switzerland, the Argentine—over 30 of the
nations of the world are rising against us with actions in reprisal
against the proposed tariff. The * maintained good will,” the * mutual
interest with other nations" of which you spoke a year and seven
months ago are fading fast. It is therefore with dark econcern and
wonder as to its possible prophetic character that we read a passage
wherein you said: “ The whole structure of our advaneing civilization
would crumble and the great mass of mankind would travel backward if
the foreign trade of the world were to cease.”

We are appreciative of the fact that in those same speeches you dis-
cussed and defended the principle of the protective tariff—that you
gpecifically contended the right kind of a protective tariff to be not in-
consistent with the expansion of foreign trade. With that position and
that principle we have no quarrel. But we are convinced that the kind
of tarif now before us is not in aceord with the prineciple you then
expounded.

As proof we point to what is going on to-day in the chanecellories of
the world and to the declarations of such domestic leaders of ecomomie
thought as the 1,000 who recently addressed to Washington thelr
earnest protest—to Henry Ford, to Alfred Sloan, to all of those prae-
tical exponents of the mass production which you yourself so eloguently
eulogized as America’s greatest contribution to a better and a finer
world,

Mr, President, in order that the vision which you pletured in 1928 —
the vision of poverty abolished—may ultimately come true, kill by your
veto the Hawley-Smoot monstrosity when it comes to you from Congress.

Such words as those of yours, such vision as Herbert Hoover, the
candidate, displayed were what elected you. The election threw you into
the maelstrom of practical polities, and out of the maelstrom the tariff
bill will soon emerge. It is of politics, for politicians, and by politicians.
It is not of the people, by the prople, or for the people,

No one knows better than you that it was the people, not the
politicians, who forced your nomination against the wishes of the party
fat fryers. Your duty runs mot to those political agents of incompetent
industries that ean not survive except by a special Government tax on
the consuming publie. It runs to the whole public directly, to the
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public that nominated you, to the public that responded with its votes in
1928 to the views of Herbert Hoover, the economist and the statesman,
not Herbert Hoover, the politician,

No President ever faced a greater opportunity. or a greater responsi-
bility, The veto power of the President was not provided for by
accident. It exists primarily for just such situations as the present
one. It exists to enable the President, who I8 the Chief Executive of all
the people, to safeguard them from legislation coneeived in the interest
of stupid or selfish politicians bent upon advancing their own interests
at the expense of the general good.

Mr, President, your theories In 1928 were sound. They are sound
now. The words you spoke then call for action to-day. Prepare to
veto the tariff bill and save American prosperity.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President

Mr. WATSON. I yield to the Senator from Utah.

Mr. SMOOT. I do not think the American people will be
much alarmed over articles of that kind. I was in the Senate
when the tariff acts were considered by the Congress in 1909,
in 1913, and in 1922, The protests then made were just the
same, The protests against all of those bills were the same,
Foreign countries protested then just as they are protesting
now. If SBenators will look back, they will find that the pro-
tests were almost word for word when those bills were under
consideration, particularly in 1909 and in 1922, the same as they
are now. I am not objecting to that at all.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, does not the
Senator feel that the protests were justified?

Mr. SMOOT. No; I do not, any more than they are justified
now.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator doubts the jus-
tice of those statements?

Mr. SMOOT. Why, certainly, I do; just as I doubted them in
1909 and 1922, They come from the same sources. Every
importer, of course, has his objections; foreign countries have
their objections; and yet there is not a foreign country which
is objecting now to the rates that does not have higher rates
against the United States than we have against them.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes:; the Senator has heard
protests against tariff bills before, and he has soothed the publie
feeling with the same old salve that he is using to-day.

Mr. SMOOT. The salve to-day is better even than it was in
1909 or in 1922,

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Indiana has the
floor. Does he yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. NORRIS. I want to ask the Senator from Utah a
question,

Mr. WATSON. The Senator from Utah has left the Chamber.
The Senator from Nebraska may follow him outside and ask
him there.

Mr. NORRIS. Of course, that is another illustration, I will
say to my friend from Indiana, which demonstrates very well
the situation with reference to the tariff bill. When somebody
wants to ask the Senator from Utah a guestion he goes out of
the Chamber. I do not blame him. If I had resting upon me
the burdens which are resting upon him, I would go outside,
too.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, I permitted my friend from
Nebraska to have 15 minutes of time to have an editorial read,
and I think that ought to satisfy him.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Indiana declines
to yield further.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, I shall take only three or four
minutes on the parliamentary gituation. I do not think I need
longer address one who is so skilled in the interpretation of
parliamentary law.

The question is whether or not the conferees on the part of
the House and the Senate exceeded their authority when they
brought in the flexible provision which is now before us for our
consideration. The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY]
well quotes the general law, which is that as between the two
Houses we can effect a compromise in conference; that is to
say, if the House were to provide a rate of 50 cents a bushel
on apples and the Senate were to provide a rate of $1 a bushel
on apples, the conferees would be confined between the two;
they could not go below 50 cents and they could not go above
$1. But here is an entirely different situation presented for the
consideration of the Vice President.

The House bill provides that after the Tariff Commission has
made findings it shall refer the findings to the President. The
Senate bill provides that after the Tariff Commission has made
findings it shall refer them to the Congress. What is the
middle ground of compromise? There is nome. According to
th2 logic of my good friend from Kentucky [Mr. BArRKLEY],
there must of necessity remain a deadlock. We must have
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either the House provision or the Senate provision or no pro-
vision, I maintain that we have taken a middle ground, and I
can tell the Vice President in a few words where it is.

The House bill provides that the Tariff Commission and the
President may do the work required of them—that is to say,
the Tariff Commission makes an investigation and reports to
the President, and the two together can raise or lower rates 50
per cent either way.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. WATSON. Will the Senator please wait until I have
coucluded my explanation?

The Benate bill provides that the Tariff Commission may still
make its investigations just as under the present law, just as
provided in the House bill, except that its report is referred to
the Congress instead of to the President,

The compromise which we have presented provides that the
Tarilf Commission still makes the investigations—and that is no
change; that it shall refer the matter to the President—and
that is no change from the House bill; and that the President
may either sign it or veto it. In other words—just a moment
aside from the parliamentary situation, and I mention it only
because it may throw light upon and elucidate the prineiple
which we had in mind—the object of the conference report is to
make of the Tariff Commission a legislative agent of the Con-
gress, just as we made an agent of the Interstate Commerce
Commission to fix railroad rates. Rate fixing is purely a legis-
lative function of the Government, but Congress, by its inherent
nature and by reason of the complexity of the subject involved,
could not fix rates. Therefore we provided a commission to fix
railroad rates. Now, we propose to provide a commission to fix
tariff rates just as we provided a commission to fix railroad
rates in interstate commerce.

Mr. BARKLEY, Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana
¥ield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. WATSON. Yes; I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator will admit that in neither the
House bill nor the Senate bill was there any provision authoriz-
ing the Tariff Commission to fix rates?

Mr. WATSON. I think that does not make any difference.

Mr. BARKLEY. That is true, is it not?

Mr. WATSON. Yes; that is trone. It is to fix rates. We
make of this commission the same sort of legislative agency
that we made of the Interstate Commerce Commission.

Mr. BARKLEY. But that was not done in either the House
or Senate bill.

Mr. WATSON. I maintain that makes no difference, because
the Tariff Commission still operates, and the matter is still in
the hands of the Tariff Commission. It is there under the pres-
ent law; it is there in the House hill; it is there in the Senate
bill; and it is there in the conference report. The Tariff Com-
mission gtill operates.

Mr., SWANSON. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senafor from Indiana
vield to the Senator from Virginia?

Mr. WATSON. 1 would like to finish my statement first, but
I will yield.

Mr. SWANSON. I think from the Senator’s own confession,
if it may be so termed, this is subject to the point of order. The
point of order is made that new matter has been injected in the
conference report and that it Is not a compromise., The con-
ferees can make any kind of compromise, but if they inject new
matter, new legiglation, new ideas in the compromise, then it is
subject to the point of order.

Mr. WATSON. To which I do not agree.

Mr. SWANSON. According to the Senator's own statement,
the Tariff Commission had no power and no anthority to make
its rates operative.

Mr. WATSON. I will answer that when the Senator is
through. Is the Senator through?

Mr. SWANSON. No; I am not.

Mr. WATSON. Very well; go ahead.

Mr. SWANSON. I would like to hear the Senator’s explana-
tion of thig proposition.

Mr. WATSON. I am going to make it, but the Senator will
not give me a chance.

Mr. SWANSON. Let me finish my statement. Under the
House provigion the rates were to go to the President and the
President would make them operative. TUnder the Senate pro-
vizsion they were to go to Congress and Congress would make
them operative.

Mr. WATSON.

Mr. SWANSON.
commission the power to make the rates operative.

That is right.
In other words, neither one gave to the
What we
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contend is that the conferees have inserted new matter. It Is
not a compromise at all. The rule of the Senate is that no
proposal or matter which did not exist between the House and
the Senate can be put into the conference report. Many matters
have been compromised in conference, but the rule is that no
new matter can be injected by the conferees. We protest be-
cause, as the Senator has said by his own confession and state-
ment, the conferees have made of the Tariff Comnmission a legis-
lative body, which was not done in either the Senate amend-
ment nor in the House provision.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, I think the Senator has not
said anything that everybody does not know and that everybely
is not willing to admit and was willing to admit in the begin-
ning, What I maintain is that the Tariff Commission under
the present law has the right to recommend rates, that the
Tariff Commission under the House bill has the right to recom-
mend rates, that the Tariffi Commission under the Senate
amendment has the right to recommend rates, and that the
Tariff Commission under the compromise has the right to recom-
mend rates. In one instance the rates are sent to the Congress,
in another instance to the President, and in the compromise it
is proposed that they be sent to the President, The President
may or may not act. The only authority he has to act is either
to sign or veto, just as he does with legislative enactment; that
is all. He either signs or vetoes. If he takes no action, the
rates become effective within a 60-day period without his action
and upon the report of the Tariff Commission itself,

Mr. President, we could not have compromised the two propo-
sitions in terms. It could not be done. We have chosen what I
think is within the purview of our authority, the general scope
of the entire subject, the wise adjustment of the difference be-
tween the two Hounses, In other words, we make of the Tariff
Commission in 2 sense a legislative agent to act for us, and it
acts for us along well-defined lines and within well-defined and
fixed limits. That is precisely what the Tariff Commission does
under the present law—it is what it did before, and it is what
we provided in the Senate amendment.

The mere fact that the conference report incorporates new
matter, as my friend from Virginia is pleased to term it, does
not change our authority to put it in the compromise. New
matter? What is new matter and what is not? According to
my friend from Kentucky and my friend from Virginia, we
could not have any compromise, but we are bound to have a
deadlock, because the Tariff Commission in the one instance
refers the matter to the Congress and in the other instance to
the President. How can there be a modification of those two
proposals? We chose to compromise—and, I think, the com-
promise reached was well within our authority—by making the
Tariff Commission practically the agent of the Congress of the
United States in the fixation of rates within certain limits. I
think the action of the conferees is clearly within the rule.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield there?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. WATSON. I yield the floor.

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not want to make another speech, but
I should like to call attention to a fact, in the Senator’s time.
A compromise is supposed to be an approach by two parties—in
this case the House and the Senate—along lines traveled by
either one or both. If I am standing here at the end of this
desk [indicating] and the Senator is standing over there
[indicating], and we are trying to get together, we may
approach each other and meet somewhere in the center; but if
both of us start away around here [indicating] and meet over
yonder [indicating] in a territory that neither has occupied,
that is not a compromise; it certainly is not a parliamentary or
legal compromise; and that, according to the contention I make,
is what the conferees have done in this case.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Virginia, but the Chair will state that he is ready to rule.
He is willing, however, to hear any Senator who has anything
to say on the subject.

Mr, SWANSON. Mr. President, I desire to make another
point of order. The Senator from Indiana says that the pro-
vigsion in the conference report gives legislative power to the
Tariff Commission; he used substantially that language; and
I say, under the Constitution, if the conference report does
that a point of order will lie against it. The Congress ean give
administrative power to the Tariff Commission; it can give
executive power.

Mr. WATSON. Oh, no.

Mr. SWANSON. DBut I deny that the Congress can bhestow
legislative power upon any agency, and in support of that con-
tention I refer to decisions of the Supreme Court and the deci-
sions of every State court in the Union.
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Mr, WATSON. That is just what we have done in the case
of the Interstate Commerce Commission.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr, President, will the Sen-
ator from Virginia permit me te ask the Senator from Indiana
a question?

Mr. SWANSON. Yes.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Does the Senator from Indi-
ana maintain that the flexible provisions in the bill under the
report now under consideration do confer legislative power on
the Tariff Commission?

Mr. WATSON. Not legislative power but the power to fix
rates.

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas. Oh, well, that is another
matter, F

Mr. WATSON. The Senator from Virginia is taking a side
expression that I used inadvertently.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. But does the Senator repeat
the statement, which I understand he did make, that the power
to fix rates is legislative?

p Mr. WATSON. It is, is it not? Does the Senator say it
s not?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. And that the bill as agreed
to in conference confers on the commission a legislative power.

Mr. WATSON. It confers the right to fix rates within cer-
tain limits, which is a legislative power, just as we have con-
ferred on the Interstate Commerce Commission the right to fix
railroad rates, which also is a legislative power.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, the Supreme Court has de-
cided that Congress can not delegate to any other body its legis-
lative power. It has allowed the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion to exercise administrative power in carrying out the diree-
tions of Congress in fixing rates; but there is not a decision of
a State court, as there is not a decision of the Supreme Court
of the United States, which does not distinetly say that legis-
lative power belongs to the legislative body and can not be
delegated.

The Senator says that the power proposed to be conferred
upon the Tariff Commission is legislative power, and he is right.
The conference-report provision merely transfers to the Tariff
Commission a power possessed by Congress and allows that
commission to fix tariff rates.

Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. WATSON addressed the Chair.,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Virginia
yield ; and if so, to whom?

Mr, SWANSON. I will not yield for a few moments. The
Senator from Indiana says the provision as agreed to in con-
ference confers legislative power upon the Tariff Commission.
If it does, it is subject to a point of order under the Constitu-
tion, because that ean not be done.

Second, I make the point of order that there was no differ-
ence between the House and the Senate as to giving the Tariff
Commission the right to fix rates, and making it a legislative
body ; and that guestion not being in conference, the provision
in the conference report constitutes absolutely new matter,
which the conferees had no right to bring in by way of compro-
mise, If they can do that, then they ean by way of compromise
bring in a new proposition entirely, which is not in différence
between the two Houses, as has been done in this instance by
creating a legislative body out of a body that was merely a fact-
finding commission. If that can be done, then there iz no limit
to compromises which may be reached in conference.

Mr. BORAH and Mr. WALSH of Montana addressed the
Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Idaho is
recognized.

Mr, BORAH. I merely wish to ask the Senator from Indiana
a question. I just came into the Chamber. Do I understand
the Senator from Indiana admits that the conferees——

Mr. WATSON. I do not admit; I state.

Mr BORAH. Well, I should think it would be an admission
concerning the subject under discussion,

Mr, WATSON. An admission is something which is wormed
out of a person; I have not had anything wormed out of me,

Mr. BORAH. An admission also implies that some one has
done something wrong.

Mr. WATSON. I have not done anything wrong,
therefore, the word “ admission” does not apply.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. We are not so sure of that.

Mr. BORAH. Do I understand, then, that the Senator con-

and,

fesses——
Mr. WATSON. I confess——
Mr. BORAH. That the conferees have delegated legislative

power to the Tariff Commission?
Mr. WATSON. The conferees have reposed in the commission
the right to fix rates within certain limits.
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Mr, ?BORAH. Does the Senator regard that as legislative
power \

Mr. WATSON. I do. If the Senator will listen a minute, I
will tell him what I mean. Is it legislative power or not to
fix railroad rates? Is not the fixing of railroad rates a legisla-
tive function? And did we not confer that power on the Inter-
state Commerce Commission?

Mr. BORAH. Yes.

Mr, WATSON. Certainly. What about that? Is there any-
thing unconstitutional about it? The conferees have done in
the case of the Tariff Commission exactly what Congress has
done in the case of the Interstate Commerce Commission in con-
nection with the fixing of railroad rates; we have given to the
Tariff Commission the right to fix tariff rates within certain
limits ; that is all there is to it.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, may I suggest to the Senator
from Idaho that there is a limitation beyond which the Tariff
Commission ean not go? It can not increase or decrease any
tarifl rate more than 50 per cent above or below the rate fixed
by Congress.

Mr. BORAH. So far as the constitutional question is con-
cerned, that does not make any difference,

Mr. SMOOT. I am simply saying that is the only power that
is conferred upon the Tariff Commission.

Mr. BORAH. Exactly. But we are discussing now the dele-
gation of legislative power to the commission. If the Senator
from Indiana can furnish no other precedent than that of the
Interstate Commerce Commission, we will deal with that later;
but I understand he admits, or rather declares, that the confer-
ence report does delegate legislative power to the Tariff Commis-
sion, and that it was the intention of the conferees so to delegate
legislative power?

Mr., SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from California?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I do not know how far the admission
or statement of the Senator from Indiana has gone or goes, but
I hold myself ready and able to point out, as I shall do at the
proper time, that in a constitutional sense there is no delega-
tion of legislative power in the conference report flexible tariff
provision.

Mr. WATSON. There is no delegation of such power ; no.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. And I will defend that position by cer-
tain decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States and,
if the Senator will permit me, I shall rely very largely upon
the decision in the case of Field against Clark, reported in One
hundred and forty-third United States Reports, beginning at
page 649.

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President, the Supreme Court in the Field
case specifically held that Congress can not delegate legislative
power.

Mr. SHORTRIDGH, Certainly they did.

Mr. BORAH. As I understand, the Senator from Indiana
says that the conferees have undertaken tc delegate legislative
power to the Tariff Commission.

Mr. WATSON. Not to delegate it in a constitutional sense,

Mr. BORAH. In any sense. What is it, if it is not in a con-
stitutional sense?
Mr. WATSON. The provision in the conference report pro-

poses to confer upon the Tariff Commission the right to fix
rates within certain limits. I presume the Senator is familiar
with the decision of the Supreme Court in the ease involving
the flexible provision of the existing law, in which that provision
was decided to be constitutional because it was fixed and defi-
nite along certain lines.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield there?

Mr. WATSON. Wait a moment.

Mr. BARKLEY. I want to ask the Senator a question in
connection with the suggestion he has just made.
Idh;r. WATSON. I am now trying to answer the Senator from

aho.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Idaho has the
floor. L

Mr. WATSON. In the provision in the conference report
there is conferred upon the Tariff Commission the right to fix
rates within the 50 per cent limit, the finding of the Tariff Com-
mission to be reported to the President, and he may do with it
just as he pleases, just as he does with a legislative enactment;
he may either sign it or veto it or he may let it alone, in which
event it becomes a law without his signature.

Mr. BORAH., If the President does not choose to act
ﬁnl.:f- WATSON. Then the decision of the commission becomes
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Myr. BORAH. Yes; then the decision of the Tariff Commis-
sion becomes final, and it becomes a part of the law of the land,
just the same as if we should pass a bill establishing rates.
The act is legislative, therefore, in the sense of the Constitu-
tion, just the same as if the Congress were to legislate to estab-
lish a rate.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Senator
rield ?

d The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr, BORAH. I yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That point is emphasized and
strengthened by the fact, as stated by the Senator from Indiana,
that the President in this provision is given the power to veto
the findings and recommendations of the Tariff Commission
after the commission has conformed to the rule fixed by Con-
gress for the making of rates within its jurisdiction.

Mr. WALSH of Montana.® Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Montana is
recognized. |

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, the remarks of the
distinguished Senator from Indiana have served to emphasize
the point which I desire to make in support of the point of
order raised by the Senator from Kentucky. For many years
the suggestion has been argued and advanced that Congress
ought to create a Tariff Commission with power to fix rates of
duty upon imported articles in substantially the same manner
as the Inferstate Commerce Commission is authorized to fix
rates for transportation upon the railroads. Many different
proposals concerning the creation of a Tariff Commission, and
the particular powers which ought to be reposed in such a com-
mission, have from time to time been advanced. The sugges-
tion, however, that a commission should be created which should
have power to fix rates of duity on imported articles, although
advocated for a number of years back, at least by the United
States Chamber of Commerce, has never been seriously enter-
tained by either branch of the Congress of the United States.

It was, I remember, very distinetly championed by a former
Senator from the State of Indiana, the late Senator Beveridge,
and my recollection is that at that time it had no more stren-
uous antagonist in either branch of Congress than the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. Warsox], who has just advocated the pro-
posal. It has never been seriously debated in either branch
of Congress; the Congress of the United States has heretofore
never seriously entertained granting any such power to any
Tariff Commission; and yet, Mr., President, this is a proposal
by means of a conference report to enact that kind of a propo-
sition into law.

I could, I am sure, easily recall resclution after resolution of
the Chamber of Commerce of the United States advoeating a
proposal of that character; I had some correspondence upon the
subject something like a year ago, but I assert that the advisa-
bility of thus reposing such a power in the Tariff Commission,
it not even hiving been the subject of debate in this body when
the present measure was under consideration, ought not and can
not under our rules now be injected into this proposed act under
the plain provisions of subdivision 2 of Rule XXVII, as follows:

Conferces shall not insert in their report matter not committed to.

them by either House, nor shall they strike from the bill matter agreed
to by hoth Houses.

Neither House has undertaken to repose in the Tariff Com-
mission any such power.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Montana permit me to interrupt him?

. Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator from Cali-
ornia.

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. The House bill contained a so-called
flexible provision.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes; I have it before me.

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. The Senate amended it by incorporating
a different so-called flexible provision.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes; I also have that before me,

Mr. SHORTRIDGHE. It is suggested and I think that within
the two provisions the conferees were authorized under the
rules to submit what is now before the Senate.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I supposed, of course, that was the
view of the Semator; but that does not affect the situation that
a radical change from both has been proposed here—a change
which embraces an entirely different theory with respect to this
matter.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. That, of course, is a matter of argu-
ment.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Under the provisions of both
Houses, the Tariff Commission was made a mere instrument for
the purpose of assembling facts. It was given no power what-
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ever to fix rates, either provisionally or otherwise. Under the
House provision, the President was authorized to investigate the
differences in the cost of production at home and abroad, and to
fix the rate at such a figure as would thus equalize the differ-
ence in the cost of production. He was not to do so until after
the cominission had caused an investigation to be made.

The commission was not even authorized to report any find-
ings nor to make any recommendation concerning rates, al-
though it might possibly do so outside of the statute; but the
President was authorized entirely to disregard whatever find-
ings the commission might make. He might prosecute an in-
vestigation upon his own account, supplemental to that of the
commission; and he could entirely disregard their findings and
make his own findings. In other words, the whole power to fix
the rates was in the President of the United States.

Under the Senate pravision, the commission was to inguire
into the matter, to prosecute the investization into the facts,
and make the report to Congress, and Congress was to fix the
rates. Now we have an entirely new system introduced here.
The power is given neither to the Congress nor to the President
of the United States, but the power to fix rates is given to the
commission itself.

Who is there who can assert that such a change as that is not
the introduction of entirely different matter? It introduces,
I assert, an entirely different theory of the regulation of rates
through the activity or interposition of the Tariff Commission.
I have no doubt that a search of the REcogp, if time permitted,
wounld disclose the active opposition of the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. Warsox], when he was a Member of the House, to
that proposal of another Representative from his State of some-
what distinguished reputation,

Mr. BORAI. Mpr. President:

The VICEH PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Montana
¥ield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. WALSII of Montana. I do.

Mr. BORAH. May I say also that if the REcorp were ex-
amined it would be shown fhat in the House in the debates on
this bill, and in the Senate in the debates, it was asserted that
there was no intention to grant any legislative power at all upon
this subject. Now, the conferees come in with a conference
report which, they say, has the speecific purpose of granting
legislative power,

Mr. SHORTRIDGE and Mr. WATSON addressed (he Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Moutana has the
floor. To whom does he yield?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Once more I dissent. I deny that there
is an intentional or unintentional delegafion of legislative power,
speaking in legal language.

Mr. BORAH. Of course, T am intending to speak in legal
langnage,

Mr. SIIORTRIDGE. I am, too; but I was merely dissenting
from the remark made by my friend from Indiana, and I insist
that there is not, technically speaking or constitutionally speak-
ing, any delegation of legislative power to the commission or to
the President.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President——

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yleld to the
Indiana.

Mr. WATSON. Suppose the Senator from Indiana inad-
vertently, in fhe heat of debate, made the statement that there
was a delegation of legislative power. Suppose that that is
not true. Does the Senator say that what we have actually
put in the flexible provision in language is unconstitutional, or
that we have no right to do it?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. No; I do not say so at all. The
Senator has either mistaken the drift of my argument or he is
endeavoring to divert attention from it.

Mr. WATSON. No; there were so many Senators talking to
me that I did not hear what the Senator said.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I offered nothing of the kind at
all. I am not questioning the constitutionality of it. I am
arguing that the conferees have introduced an entirely different
system of the regulation of rates, taking the power from either
the President or the Congress, upon whom it was conferred by
the House bill in the one case and by the Senate bill in the
other, and reposing the power in an entirely different govern-
mental agency.

Mr. BRATTON and Mr. WATSON addressed: the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Montana
yield; and if so, to whom?

Mr. WALSH of Montana.
Mexico,

Mr. BRATTON. I desire to ask the Senator from Indiana a
question, if I may do so.

Senator from

I yield to the Senator from New
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Clearly, this provision does create a new method of putting
a rate into effect. Would the Senator contend that under the
guise of compromise the conferees might have provided that
the Tariff Commission should report to a joint committee of
Congress, and that that commiftee should issue a proclamation
which would put the rate into effect?

Mr. WATSON. No; I do not think so. I would not say that.

Mr. BRATTON. Why not?

Mr. WATSON. I wounld not say that, because that leaves
Congress out of it—both Houses of Congress. Congress can not
act in joint capacity through its joint committees. The propo-
sition goes back to the Ways and Means Committee of the
House first, and then to the House, and then to the Senate,
because it is raising revenue; but I want to say this to the
Senator from Montana, if he will pardon me, while I am on
my feet:

I undertook to say a while ago that so far as the system was
concerned, we do not in reality introduce a new system.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator must have misunder-
stood me if he understood me to assert anything of the kind,
becaunse my contention is that the conferees have introduced an
entirely new system.

Mr. WATSON. That is what I am trying to controvert, That
is to say, we still use the Tariff Commission as the agency, do
we not, and the matter is still referred to the President, just as
in the existing law and just as in the House bill? In the one
instance the Tariff Commission makes a recommendation to the
President, and the President has the right to act on that recom-
mendation, either raising it 50 per cent or decreasing it 50 per
cent. That is right, is it not?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Under your provision?

Mr. WATSON. No; under the House provision. Now, we
still use the Tariff Commission and still use the President, but
we confer upon the commission the right originally to fix the
rate within a given limit.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes; but you confer upon the com-
mission more power than either House was willing to give to it.

Mr. WATSON. I do not think so.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I will try to demonstrate it.

Mr, WATSON. What we are trying to do is to do it. We
may not be able to do it, but we are willing to do it if we can.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield there?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Montana
yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I do.

Mr. BARKLEY. What really was the object of the conferees
in retaining the President in this situation at all? All he ean
do in 60 days iz to approve or disapprove precisely what the
commission recommends, and if he does not do it at the end of
60 days they do it. Why did you not eliminate him altogether,
because youn make a rubber stamp of him?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Not quite, with the permission
of the Senator from Montana.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator from Arkan-
N

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. After having fixed, as they
claim, the rule by which rates shall be determined, they give
the President the power to nullify the rule, in which event there
is no way to make the rates effective. The President exercises
legislative power, according to the declaration of the Senator
from Indiana, and he exercises it in fact. The theory upon
which commissions are permitted to fix rates is that the Con-
gress defines the rule for their action. The Interstate Com-
merce Commission’s action is not subject to veto by the Presi-
dent. ]

The mere employment of the term “ veto,” and the recognition
of the right of the President to exercise that power, is a recog-
nition of the fact that it is a legislative duty.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Montana
yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. The guestion as to the constitutionality of
an act of Congress conferring upon either the President or the
Tariff Commission or any other commission the power to fix
rates is not necessarily involved in this point of order. The
constitutionality of a law which we may pass is something upon
which the courts may pass. Regardless of its eonstitutionality,
however, and admitting its constitutionality, my contention is,
and the point of-order which I have made is, that neither House
by any stretch of the imagination intended to nor did confer any
such power upon the commission; and the injection of it here
at the hands of a conference committee is beyond the rules and
in violation of the rules of this body, and, if it is to be adopted
as the practice of the Senate, makes it utterly impossible for
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the Senate to know, when it is considering a DLill on its merits,
what may be brought in in a conference report.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, as an introduetion
to what little I have to say in addition to what I have said with
respect to this matter, I desire to say that I have not raised
any constitutional question at all here. I have not undertaken
to raise the question as to whether this particular provision is
or is not constitutional. I prefer at this time not to express
any opinion at all upon that subject. The point of difference
may be perhaps made clear in another way, although it amounts
to exactly the same thing.

Under the House provision, the power to make the investiga-
tion was given to the President. He could eall to his aid, and
was required to ecall to his aid, the Tariff Commission in making
the investigation; but the power to fix the rates was in the
President, and he could accept the suggestion of the commission
if it made one, or he could disregard it and make some other
rate. Those were his powers unddr that provision. The com-
mission, however, was empowered only to investigate and re-
port whatever findings it might care to make.

In the Senate provision the commission was gi‘en exactly the
same powers. It was empowered to conduct the investigation
and report to the Senate its findings. It had no power under
either the House bill or the Senate bill to fix rates, as does
the Interstate Commerce Commission. Now, certainly, these
powers of the President are taken away.

Under the Senate provision he simply reported to the Con-
gress the conclusions of the commission, with the testimony
taken, and the recommendation, if it cared to make any recom-
mendation. That was less than the power given by the House
bill. Under the House bill he was given the power to fix the
rates. This so-called compromise, the conference-report provi-
sion, takes away from the President some of those powers, which
is perfectly proper. That falls within the scope of a conference
committee ; but it does not fall within the scope of the confer-
ence committee to give to the commission powers that neither
branch of Congress attempted to repose in it, namely, the power
to fix rates, which is really the essence of the whole thing.

I want to say this simply in conclusion:

This is a question of profound public importance, It is a
question that has been debated for the past 20 years before the
American people—as to whether we should not create a tariff
commission which should have the power to fix rates. As I say,
in this debate at least, as everybody will recall, no one in either
branch of Congress projected any such question into the discus-
sion. Neither did they at any other time, as I said, seriounsly.
It was, indeed, urged through the newspapers; certain resolu-
tions were adopted frequently throughout the country; but the
Congress of the United States never seriously considered the
question, and dismissed it without serious consideration.

- Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a ques-
on?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield.

Mr. WATSON. Would it change the complexion of the whole
situation if the Tariff Commission were to report to Congress
instead of the President, giving the Tariff Commission the same
power that it now has?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If you put in a provision that
unless Congress acted within a certain time the rates fixed by
the commission were to go into effect, it would be subject to
exactly the same complaint,

Mr. WATSON. That is what I wanted to get the Senator's
viewpoint upon. 8o it does not matter whether it is referred to
the President or referred to Congress; in the view of the Hena-
tor from Montana it is equally fallacious, if not unconstitu-
tional?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It would be equally beyond the
scope of the powers of the conference committee if it reposed in
the commission the power to fix rates either absolutely or
conditionally. That, I say, is of the essence of the controversy ;
and I insist that this is a vicious method of legislation, intro-
ducing, through the instrumentality of a conference report, an
entirely new theory, an entirely new system, not debated in
either House. 1

The VICHE PRESIDENT. The Chair is ready to rule. The
Chair recalls that many complaints were made years ago in
regard to the action of conferees in inserting new matter, legis-
lative in character, in reports submitted by them. The present
occupant of the chair proposed the following rule to cure the
practice then at times indulged in, and it was embodied in Rule
XXVII of the Standing Rules of the Senate:

Conferces shall mot insert in their report matter not committed to
them by either House, nor sghall they strike from the bill matter agreed
to by both Houses. If mew matter is inserted in the report, or if
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matter which was agreed to by both Houses is stricken from the bill a
point of order may be made against the report, and if the poinot of
order is sustained the report shall be recommitted to the committee of
conference,

The Chair is clearly of the opinion that the following language
in the conference report is new matter:

In the event the President makes no proclamation of approval or dis-
approval within such 60-day period, the commission shall Immediately
by order publicly declare such fact and the date of expiration of such
period, and the increased or decreased rates of duty and the changes
in classification or io basis of value recommended in the report of the
commission shall, commencing 10 days after the expiration of such
period, take effect with respect to the foreign articles when so imported.

The point of order is sustained.

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. A parliamentary inguiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Within what time may an appeal be
taken from the ruling of the Chair?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Before any business is transacted.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Then I appeal.

Mr. HARRISON. I ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. I withdraw my appeal, if there is any
disposition to hurry the matter.

1 entered the Chamber during the discussion of this point, and
I heard certain statements made, which were made by thought-
ful Senators, but which I then thought and now think were not
warranted by the decisions of the Supreme Court of the United
States,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will state to the Sena-
tor, in order that he may lose no rights, that if he desires to
appeal he must do so before any business is transacted.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I do not wish to delay matters, but if I
have the floor, without offending against any rule or the wishes
of Senators, I wish to make one observation.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator has the floor.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. The statement was made that this so-
called flexible provision as reported by the conferees amounts
to a delegation of legislative power. I submit to the Senate
that under the authority of the Supreme Court of the United
States in the case of Field against Clark, reported in the
One hundred and forty-third volume of the reports of the Su-
preme Court, and under the authority of that same high
tribunal in the decision of Hampton & Co. against the United
States, reported in the Two hundred and seventy-sixth volume of
the reports, there is no delegation of legislative power given to
the President or to the Tariff Commission by the flexible pro-
vision reported by the conferees.

As to the point upon which the Chair has ruled, namely, that
the provision carried new matter and therefore is obnoxious to
the rule, I have nothing at this moment to say; but I do wish
it understood that I take the position that the Congress has the
legislative power to fix the standard of measurement, to deter-
mine what rates shall or shall not be imposed, and in that regard
and to that extent is in the exercise of its legislative power.
But Congress has the power to delegate to a commission or to
any officer the power to ascertain certain facts, certain condi-
tions, as to which the law applies. In other words, Congress
determines that there shall be a certain duty levied to equalize
the costs of production at home and abroad, and Congress has
the power to indicate what factors, what elements, shall be con-
sidered and go into the matter of ascertaining the differences in
costs of production at home and abroad. Upon the ascertain-
ment of those facts, those differences in cost of production, a
certain duty shail be imposed.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Let me finish the sentence. I yield,
however, if it will add to the clarity of the discussion,

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I wanted to submit a parlia-
mentary inguiry, which I think ought to be answered now.

Mr. SHORTRIDGH. Very well.

Mr. FESS. Many Senpators want to know whether the bill
is automatically recommitted, or whether it requires a motion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the rule, it goes back to con-
ference.

Mr. FESS. Automatically?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes.

Mr. FESS. I thank the President.

Mr. SHORTRIDGHE. It is because of that rule, to my mind
an antiquated rule, which ought to be by common consent sus-
pended here, that T am troubling the Chair and the Senate.

Pausing a moment to justify that last remark, I have under-
stood that there were to be one, two, three, or four points of
order raised in respect of this report, and I have been told by
those gray in the service that if point No. 1 should be raised
and sustained, automatically it carried the bill back into con-
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ference. I ventured to suggest that we might at least consider
one, two, three, four or all the points, and have them all ruled
on, so that when the bill went back into conference they all
might be considered at the same time.

As I understand now, the ruling just made carries the bill
back to conference.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It carries back only the second
report. The first report is still on the table.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I thank the President. It would be
merely an unjustifiable waste of time to pursue the matter. To
those who are interested in our Constitution and our form of
Government, I have taken the trouble, called upon unexpect-
edly, to say that Congress has the power to do what we have
here undertaken to do. I assume for the moment that the Chair
is perfectly right in his technieal ruling touching the right of
conferees, but as to the power of Congress to set up a Tarift
Commission to ascertain certain facts to which the law is to
apply, the Supreme Court has considered that whole proposi-
tion, and in the two cases mentioned has determined that the
exercise of such a power by a ecommission or the President, as
under the existing tariff law, was not the exercise of a legisla-
tive function, but it was the ascertainment of facts or condi-
tions to which the law as passed by Congress shonld apply.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. I yield.

Mr. SIMMONS., The question of whether the Congress had
the right to delegate this authority is not the matter before the
Senate at all, is it?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE, It seemed to be here, but the ruling
went off upon another point.

Mr. SIMMONS. It was not raised in the point of order as to
whether the Congress had the right to delegate power. The
question raised by the point of order, as I understand it, is
whether the conferees had authority, under the rule which gov-
erns them, to make the change which they have made in their
report. 1 think that is the only question involved and now
before the Senate.

Mr. BORAH. It is not before the Senate.

Mr. SIMMONS. It is not?

Mr. BORAH. No; the point of order has been ruled on.

Mr., ROBINSON of Arkansas. A parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Is there pending an appeal
from the decision of the Chair?

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. No; I withdrew it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. No appeal has been entered.

Mr. SIMMONS. Then there is nothing before the Senate.

Mr. HARRISON. An appeal was taken, and I asked for the
yeas and nays.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair understood that the Sen-
ator withdrew the appeal.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I withdrew it.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator may have withdrawn his
appeal——

Mr. SIMMONS. I supposed an appeal was pending, or that
it was the purpose of the Senator from California to ask for an
appeal.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. A parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. What is the question before
the Senate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is nothing pending now be-
fore the Senate. The Senator from California has the floor.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I am before the Senate now,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Unfortunately, the Senator
from California is not a question.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr, President, T want to justify my inquiry.
Of course, if there is no appeal pending, there is nothing before
the Senate.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. That is true, in a parliamentary sense.

Mr. SIMMONS. I do not understand the object of the able
and learned discussion we have had by the Senator from Cali-
fornia upon delegation of power. I had supposed he would
close his speech by taking an appeal.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I may be provoked into doing so even
now.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I yield.

Mr. HARRISON. I agree thoroughly with the Senator from
California that some disposition ought to be made of this first
report now lying on the table, I think they both should be
handled together. If the conferees are to go back again, as we
have done about a hundred times, it seems to me, why not take
the first part of this report up, if there is to be a point of order
made against it, and have that ruled on, so that we can have
the matter before us?
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Mr. SHORTRIDGE. My, President, just a final word.

Mr. HARRISON. Does the Senator agree with me in that
suggestion?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I really do not know what the Senator
said. |Laughter.] The Senator from Mississippi and I have
fought shoulder to shoulder so long that I hope he will not
regard that flippant renrark of mine as an indication that we
are to sever.

Mr. HARRISON. Not at all, may I say to the Senator,

Mr., SHORTRIDGH. 1 beg the Senator’s pardon for the
use of that expression.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator looked as if he were listening
to me.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE, I did.

Mr. HARRISON. I am merely trying to rescue the other
side of the Chamber from the usual confusion into which they
are thrown with reference to their program and procedure.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE., I admit we are sort of floating around
over here, looking for land. [Laughter.] I do not claim to be
the pilot, but I have some fixed notions in regard to the Con-
stitution of the United States, and I have some fixed notions
in regard to——

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I call for the
regular order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The regular order would be the
unfinished business.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. What is the unfinished business?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from California will
still have the floor. The clerk will state the unfinished business,

The CHirr Crerg. The bill (H. R. 9592) to amend section
407 of the mrerchant marine act, 1928,

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, what I am going to add,
of course, has a direct relation to the unfinished business. With
me the unfinished business is to have the Senate take a position
worthy of its high station in our Government. I shall deplore
it if the learning of the Senate agrees with the propomtion that
the Congress may not delegate to a board or a commission the
power to ascertain certain facts upon which a law shall apply.
I respectfully submit to the Senate that a grave mistake will be
made if we abdicate or if we agree to any such proposition. I
stand with some degree of confidence on the decisions of the
Supreme Court of the United States.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from
Utah a question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from Utah give
his attention?

Mr. HARRISON. What does the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Smoor] and his colleagues in the conference expect to do with
reference to the tariff bill now?

Mr. SMOOT. I shall call a conference at the very earliest
day possible.

Mr, HARRISON, The Senator intends to leave the first part
of the conference report on the table?

Mr. SMOOT. I do.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator is not going to sink the ship?

Mr. SMOOT. No; I am not; and I do not believe the ship
will be sunk even by the Democrats who want to have the bill

passed.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. What about the Republicans
who want to have the bill defeated?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I do not know of any.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator from Utah appreciates the
fact that his own Vice President sustained the point of order
and will be charged with killing the bill?

Mr. SMOOT. I did not appeal from the decision of the Chair,
althongh I dissent from the Vice President’s opinion, and I
think there are Senators on the other side of the Chamber who
feel as I do about it.

Mr. HARRISON. 8o the bill is dead and is buried?

Mr. SMOOT. No; it is not; because we are going fo get it
up and pass it, and nobody in the Chamber will be more pleased
when it is passed than the Senator from Mississippi. I know he
will not vote for it, but he will be very greatly pleased when it is
passed.

Mr. HARRISON, The Senator is an optimist all right.

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. Let the Senator from Mississippi re-
member our long-staple cotton!

Mr, HARRISON. If the Senator from Utah would leave it to
me I wonld kill the bill, and it would never come out.

Mr. SMOOT. I know how the Senator wants the bill killed.

Mr. HARRISON. If the Senator will follow my leadership,
we will have the bill killed.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator is not going to do that.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator from Utah does not follow
good advice and does not want to go in the right way.
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Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from Utah is going to try to carry
out the wishes of the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I understand the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. Barkiey] has points of order to raise
against other features of the conference report. Is that correct?

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, whenever conference report
No. 1 is laid before the Senate, I have points of order which I
shall make against it.

Mr., BINGHAM. May I ask the chairman of the Finance
Committee, in charge of the conference report, why it would not
be in the interest of good legislative progress to have the first
conference report laid before the Senate, have the points of
order made now and decided, so that when the conferees meet,
as they must meet again with the second report which has been
sent back to conference, they will also have the other points of
order decided instead of in abeyance?

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Connecticut
yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield.

Mr. WATSON. When the second report came in and was
presented by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor], Senators on
the other side of the aisle took the position that they would not
permit the first report to be voted on until they knew what was
done with the second report. That is to say, the first report
that came in is still lying on the table with some 1,200 items
involved in it. Senators on the other side of the Chamber did
not want to have that report voted on until they knew what
would be done with the second report containing the flexible
provision and the debenture.

Mr. BINGHAM. I am not asking that we vote upon the first
conference report. I am merely asking that it be laid before
the Senate in order that the points of order may be made
against it and decided one way or the other,

Mr. WATSON. That is not in order now, because the re-
port is not before the Senate, and I do not think it ought to be
laid before us at this time. The original proposition was that
we should bring in the second report embodying the flexible
provision and the debenture and determine these matters, and
then Senators on the other side of the aisle and some Senators
on this side of the Chamber might determine what they would
want to do with reference to the first report, whether to vote
it up or vote it down, and as to what points of order should be
raised against it.

What points of order will be raised we do not know. We
have been advised that certain points of order will be raised as
to the item of cherries, the item of rayon, the item of watches,
and the item of cheese; but we all know that we can not have
more than one point of order considered at a time., If a
Senator raises a point of order on the item of cherries and the
Chair sustains it, that would send the report out of the Senate
and back to conference. We can not decide four points of order
at one time:

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. May I inquire how many con-
ference reports are permissible at one time?

Mr. WATSON. There are two here now, whether they are
permissible or not.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Connecticut
yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr, BINGHAM. I yield to the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator from Utah has just stated
that he is going to call the conferees together day after to-
morrow, I believe. There are still some points of order that
are going to be made with reference to the first report. It has
been intimated that they were to be made. It has been inti-
mated that the Senator from Utah himself would make the point
of order if nobody else did. Why not lay the first conference
report before the Senate, have the points of order decided, and
have the two reports go back to conference so we can decide
there upon both of them at one time?

Mr. WATSON. The Senator knows that but one point of
order can be made at a time. If the Chair sustains it, that
takes the bill out of the Senate,

Mr. HARRISON. Why could not the Senator make four
points of order if he wants to as to four different items?

Mr. WATSON. Because they are entirely unrelated to each
other.

Mr. HARRISON. Then we are to understand that the con-
ference report will be laid before the Senate on four different
occasions?

Mr. WATSON. Not at all.

Mr. HARRISON. And that points of order are going to be
made as to four different provisions in it?

Mr. WATSON. That does not follow at all.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will state that several
points of order could be made at the same time, but they would
have to be passed upon separately. However, they could be
made at one time and discussed.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, let me ask the Chair a ques-
tion, if the Senator from Connecticut will yield to me for that
purpose.

Mr. BINGHAM. Certainly.

Mr. WATSON. Suppose a Senator should make five or six
other points of order to the second report and the Chair sus-
tained the first point of order raised, would not that send the
bill back to conference? >

The VICE PKESIDENT. The present occupant of the Chair
would discuss each point raised.

Mr. WATSON. Does the Chair mean to say he eould send
the bill back to conference on the five points of order at one
time?

The VICE PRESIDENT. He could send the bill back on one
point of order, but he could express his opinion as to the various
points of order raised, and that would give the conferees some
idea of what was in the mind of the Chair,

Mr. WATSON. I object to that procedure for this reason

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, let me say that when the proper
time comes I shall ask that the first conference report be laid
before the Senate, but that time is not here now.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from Connec-
ticut yield to me further?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Connecticut
yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield.

Mr. WATSON. Here is the situation now before us: We
have been told that four points of order would be raised—one
on cherries, one on -cheese, one on rayon, and one on watches.
Whether they will be raised or not I do not know. Suppose
the first point of order is made on the item of cherries and the
Chair sustains the point of order; I do not know whether he
will do so or not, but if he does that automatically sends the
bill back to conference, TWhen it goes back to conference we
can then determine whether or not the points of order will lie
against the other sections; and if so, we at that time can correct
them so that when the first report comes back before the Senate
those matters will be ont of the way.

Mr. HARRISON. If the Senator thinks that the first part
of the report is subject to a point of order, why not now have
the point of order made, so it will be before the conferees?
1 have much respect for the craftiness of the Senator from
Indiana and his colleague, the Senator from Utah, and yet I
know there is something going on about which we do not know.
What is it about which the Senator from Indiana does not
want to take us into his confidence?

Mr. WATSON. O Mr. President, because the Senator from
Mississippi works underground and “ submarines” like a mole
he believes everybody else does the same thing. [Laughter.]

Mr. HARRISON. I have to follow my good friend from
Indiana. [Laughter.] ’

Mr. WATSON. I have done nothing of that kind. I did
not know the question was going to be presented until it was
brought up here this afternoon, and I know of no reason why
my good friend from Mississippi is pressing it at this time.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I call for the regular order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. BixcHAM] has the the floor,

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I merely wanted to state
that I believe that everybody wants to see the tariff bill out of
the way. The people of the eountry, the business people and
the working people, are anxious to know whether the bhill is
going to be passed or not. It has been dragging along here for a
great many months. We have had the entire conference re-
port laid before us in two sections. It has been stated on the
floor of the Senate that certain points of order are to be raised
against certain items in the conference report. If the present
procedare is followed, it means that every time the report comes
before us and one point of order is made and decided, then
the report will go back to conference for two or three days.
Then it will come back again, provided the first point of order
is sustained. Then another point of order will be made, and if
that is sustained, then the conference report goes back to con-
ference for three or four days more and a further conference
is held, and then the bill may come back again. In the mean-
time summer is coming on and we have other things to do.
The country is kept walting for a tariff bill to be passed or
defeated.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator from Connecticut yield to me?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Connecticut
yield to the Senator from Arkansas?
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Mr. BINGHAM. I shall be through in just a second. I do
not see any reason why we can not have the points of order
raised at the present time and give the Chair an opportunity to
state how he feels about them.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Does it not look to the Sen-
ator from Connecticut like the friends of the bill who have it in
charge are trying to kill it?

Mr. BINGHAM. No, Mr. President. I do not know what is
in their minds. I believe they want to have it passed just as I
do, but I want to get an opportunity to vote on it in the near
future and not keep everyone waiting in suspense any longer
than is absolutely necessary.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Has the Senator from Con-
necticut been able to get any information as to why the points
of order to which he has referred should not be determined
now?

Mr. BINGHAM. No; I have not.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas.
find out why.

Mr. HARRISON. Mpr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have read to the Senate an article which appeared in this
morning's Post, entitled “The Listening Post,” by Carlisle
Bargeron.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and the clerk will read, as requested.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

THE LISTENING POST
By Carlisle Bargeron

There will not be a more graphic chapter in American history than
the story, when it is written, of the mad dash of the Four Horsemen
back from Rapidan Saturday night. One can see them now—Senators
ALLEN, GOLDSBOROUGH, HATFIELD, and WALCOTT; see them sitting there
behind the driver in their foam-flecked automobile, balls of fire issuing
from the rear wheels and only the clear night sky ahead,

Certainly the gallop of Mr. P. Revere pales into insignificance when
compared with this great dash., Onward, they came down the moun-
tain side, hurtling little mountain brooks and obstacles known as the
marines, down through Criglersville, and then onto the asphalt stretch
that points to the Nation’s Capital.

It frightens one when he realizes that he is living in the midst of
history-making such as this; the drama of it grips him, unnerves him,
and leaves him a hopeless wreck, especially when he is awakened at
midnight as were the newspapermen on Saturday night.

All out over the country plain folk  were retiring and making ready
for an early start for church. The crops had been left for the day of
rest, the lights of the Nation's marts had dimmed,

But matters of state brought the Four Horsemen riding through the
night. * Save that tariff! B8ave that tariff!"” was the ery,

As to what they did when they got here no one knows save them-
selves. One may rest assured that they did something. Looking at the
matter in a very practical way it would seem that about the only thing
they could have done was to rush breathlessly to the printer and still
the fingers that were working over the tariff bill.

Their mission was a grave one and uvoquestionably it was fulfilled.
They had gone to Rapidan and told Mr. Hoover that something was in
the bill which disturbed him. That there was not is beside the point.

As also is the fact that had the bill been all wrong they could have
done nothing about it except browbeat the printer until they were
thrown out, which is quite likely what would have happened to them.

But to say that because of this their ride will not make a moving
narrative in history is to overlook the space which is given to the
Revere incident, and the fact that Hobson's sinking of the Merrimac in
Santingo Harbor was a futile undertaking tbat did not accomplish its
purpose in the first place, and which was a good thing for the American
Navy that it did not in the second.

It is not the success of these great undertakings that counts. It is
the brave hearts that essay them. And there is no one to ganinsay that
it was four brave hearts that sped over the Virginia roads Saturday
night. My goodness! Buppose they had had a blow-out.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Farrell,
its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed a bill
(H. R. 9280) to authorize the Secretary of War to grant a
right of way for street purposes upon and across the Holabird
Quartermaster Depot Military Reservation, in the State of Mary-
land, in which it requested the concurrence of the Secnate,

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

It would be interesting to

The message also announced that the Speaker had affixed his
signature to the following enrolled joint resolutions, and they
were signed by the Vice President:

H. J. Res. 328. Joint resolution authorizing the immediate ap-
propriation of certain amounts authorized to be appropriated by
the settlement of war claims act of 1928;
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H. J. Res. 346, Joint resolution to supply a deficiency in the
appropriation for the employees’ compensation fund for the fiseal
year 1930;

H. J. Res. 349, Joint resolution muaking an appropriation to
the Grand Army of the Republic Memorial Day Corporation for
use on May 30, 1930; and

H. J. Res. 350. Joint resolution to provide funds for payment
of the expenses of the Marine Band in attending the Fortieth
Annual Confederate Veterans’ Reunion,

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H. R. 9280) to authorize the Secretary of War to
grant a right of way for street purposes upon and across the
Holabird Quartermaster Depot Military Reservation, in the
State of Maryland, was read twice by its title and referred to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

EFFICIENCY AND EMPLOYEES' COMPENBATION FUND

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, three emergency measures have
come over from the House of Representatives, and it is quite
urgent that they should be passed promptly. They will involve
no delay, I am sure.

First, from the Committee on Appropriations I report back
favorably without amendment the joint resolution (H. J. Res.
346) to supply a deficiency in the appropriation for the em-
ployees’ compensation fund for the fiseal vear 1930, I ask unani-
mous congsent for its immediate consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the immediate
consideration of the joint resolution?

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, let me ask the Senafor if
the three measures referred to by him are those concerning
which the clerk of the Senator’s committee called me on the
telephone this morning?

Mr, JONES. I assume so, ¥

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 346)
tu supply deficiencies in the appropriation for the employees’
compensation fund for the fiscal year 1930 was read, considered,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed, as
follows :

Resolved, ete., That there is hereby appropriated, out of any money
in the Treasury not otheérwise appropriated, the sum of $400,000 to
supply a deficlency In the employees’ compensation fund for the fiscal
yenr 1930 and prior fiseal years, including the payment of compensation
and all other objeets of expenditure provided for under this head in the
independent offices appropriation act for the fiseal year 1930,

GREAND ARMY OF THE REPUBLIC MEMORIAL DAY CORPORATION

Mr. JONES. From the Committee on Appropriations I report
back favorably without amendment the joint resolution (H. J.
Res. 349) making an appropriation to the Grand Army of the
Republic Memorial Day Corporation for use on May 30, 1930.
I ask unanimous consent for its present consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the joint resclution was read, con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

Resolved, ete., That the sum of $2,500 is hereby appropriated, out of
any money in the Treasury mot otherwise appropriated, for the use of
the Grand Army of the Republfc Memorinl Day Corporation to ald in
its Memorial Day services May 30, 1930, and in the decoration of the
graves of the Union goldiers, sailors, and marines in the national cem-
eteries in the District of Columbia and in the Arlington National Ceme-
tery, Virginia, to be paid to the treasurer of such corpomtion and dis-
bursed by him in accordance with the act approved May 19, 1930.

EXPENSES OF MARINE BAND AT CONFEDERATE VETERANS' REUNION

Mr. JONES. From the Committee on Appropriations I report
back favorably without amendment the joint resolution (H. J.
Res. 350) to provide funds for payment of the expenses of the
Marine Band in attending the Fortieth Annual Confederate Vet-
erans’ Reunion. I ask unanimous consent for its present
consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the joint resolution was read, con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

Resolved, ete., That the appropriation * General expenses, Marine
Corps, 1930,” is hereby made available to the extent of not to exceed
$7,600, for payment of the expenses of the United Btates Marine Band
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EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate Executive
messages from the President of the United States making
nominations, which were referred to the appropriate committees.

LOBBY COMMITTEE REPORT ON HUSTON AND RASKOB

Mr. TYDINGS, Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the REcorp a short editonal appearing in the
New York World of May 22, 1930.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The editorial is as follows:

{From the New York Evening World, May 22
THE REPORTS ON HUSTON AND RASEOB

The report of the Senate committee on the lobby activities of Claudins
Huston, chairman of the Republican National Committee, at the instance
of the President, has been submitted, along with the minority report of
Senator RoBixsoN of Indiana on Mr. Raskob. There would have been
no report on Mr. Raskob had there been no startling disclosures regard-
ing Mr. Huston.

The substance of the report on Mr., Huston is that he is a leading
lobbyist and propagandist of private power interests; that be received
contributions for the purposes of propaganda, and, under another's
name, turned these contributions over to brokers in connection with his
stock-market speculations; that Mr, Huston claims that this money was
returned to the organization of the power people and that he felt no
embarrasment about having used it for speculation purposes, since he
had loaned money to this organization and had not asked interest; that
he declined the Invitation to produce the books to prove this latter
aesertion.

The report against Mr. Haskob is that he is interested, like Dwight
Morrow, in the repeal of the eighteenth amendment and has contributed
liberally in money to bring it about. There is no charge that bhe had
loblbied. His sole offense seems to lia in his having had enough interest
in repeal or modification to contribute financially to the fight.

Had Mr. Raskob been a lobbyist and collected money to be used in the
repeal or modification fight, and then used this money for his private
speculations on the stock market, there would be a similarity to the case
of Mr. Huston. But nothing of the sort is charged against Mr. Raskob.

While Senator IRoBixsoN apparently sees no difference in the two
cases, the public will see a very great difference,

No recommendations are made in the reports, They speak for them-
selves. It seems unfortunate that both Bishop Cannon and Chairman
Huston should have been caught in speculation under conditions not
entirely pleasing.

UNEMPLOYMENT-—RADIO ADDRESS BY BENATOR WAGNER

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, yesterday's papers contained
excerpts from a radio address delivered by my colleague, the
junior Senator from New York [Mr. Waexer]. So many have
asked to have the entire address, that I ask unanimous consent
that there may be printed in the Recorp the address of my col-
league * Will Congress Choose the Way Out of Unemployment? *

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The address is as follows:

WILL CONGRESS CHOOSE THE WAY OUT OF UNEMPLOYMENTT

Ladies and gentlemen, you can dictate the answer to the guestion,
Will Congress choose the way out of unemployment? If you are un-
concerned, if you are indifferent, Congress will continne to refuse to
choose the way out. If, on the other hand, you make known to Con-
gress your deep concern, Congress will undoubtedly start on the road
which has been laid down leading us out of the bog of enforced idieness
in which this country is to-day so deeply mired.

On the 12th of May the Senate finally passed the last of the three
unemployment bills which I had introduced more than two years ago.
The hills are now pending in the House of Representatives. There is
yet sufficient time before adjournment to enact all three bills into law.
These bills can become law in time to prepare the country against next
winter's hardships. Should the House be denied the opportunity to act
on this legislation at the present session the eountry will know exactly
where to place the respounsibility for our lack of eco ie prepared
when next we undergo another severe attack of acute unemployment.

With the coming of fair weather the news of actual distress among
the unemployed has appeared in the press less frequently than during
the winter. As usual, the spring has brought to the umemployed a
slight measure of relief and perhaps increased opportunities for employ-
ment. But the spring will not be here forever. Let us at least not be
guilty of the stupld shortsightedness which fails to realize that winter
will come again. The United States ought not to imitate the man who
never mended his roof beeause be could not mend it in the rain and
would not mend it in sunshine, Now is the time to act. Now is the
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in attending the Fortieth Annual Confederate Veterans' Reunion to be
held at Biloxi, Miss., June 8 to 6, inclusive, 1930, as authorized by the
act approved May 12, 1930,

occasion to take preventive measures. This is our opportunity to de-
velop the methods and build the necessary machinery to halt the spread
of unemployment.

/
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During the winter of every depression I have heard the fair-weather
prophets make the smug prediction that the gpring would bring relief.
Unfortunately when the spring arrived the winter was never far behind
and again the unemployed were freated to the cold ecomfort of the
exasperating pronouncement from Washington that “spring would
bring relief.” 1 wish the public could in some way exprees its unmiti-
gated weariness of this sort of soothsaying. Too long already bas sham
propaganda served to excuse the failure to tauke hold of the problem of
unemployment rationally and effectively, It is time we become impa-
tient with inaction.

We read in ancient history that once upon a time Egypt was racked
by a great famine. What happened there is easily understandable. A
period of drought cansed a failure of crops and there was conseguently
no food to sustaln the people. Bat what strange history we are making
to-day! 'Will not our grandchildren regard it as guite incomprehensible
that in 1930 millions of Americans went hungry because we had pro-
duced too much food; that millions of men, women, and children were
cold because we had produced too much clothing?

I am not speaking in parables. It is the literal truth that to-day we
are suffering want in the midst of unprecedented plenty; our workers
go without wages because they had learned to work too well,

It is this condition which justifies our impatience with statesmanship
which regards unemployment as inevitable and poverty as Incurable.
1 do not belleve that unemployment is inevitable. We have never tried
to do anything about it. We have never a bled the vy infor-
mation. We have never applied to the problem the organized intelligence
of our peopl Past administrations have pursued a policy of drifting
where the current would earry. Now we are near the shoals, To drift
any longer is dangerous, It is time we began to take soundings of our
position and charted our course to a definite goal.

It makes little immediate difference to the man without a job whether
he is out of work because of seasonal slack, or because of business
depression, or because his work is to be done by a machine. But no
gooner do you begin to search for some remedy for unemployment when
you discover that you ecan not proceed without knowing these funda-
mental facts, What will cure seasenal slack may have no application
to eyclieal depressions; what will stabilize the business eycle may have
no effect on technological unemployment, by which is meant displace-
ment of workers by machines, It is essential that we have not only
information but that we have complete and precise information if we are
to go to the root cause of modern unemployment.

Until we do our boasted standards of living rest upon a foundation
of sand. BStandards of lving can not rize, can not even remaln at the
lIevel they have reached, as long as the worker's position is as precari-
ous as it is to-day. The worker must be given a greater measure of
security, some protection against the haunting fear of enforced idleness,
before he can lead the broad and full life which the rich endowment
of natural resources of this country intended that he should enjoy.

In hundreds of vocatiomal schools throughout the country we are
training young men and women to follow certain pursults and trades
without knowing whether we are bringing these young people into
already crowded occupations.

All over the ]Jand towns and cities Invite industries to locate in their
midst without adequate information whether the new industries will
dovetail into the cxisting industries, or whether they will only compll-
cate the unemployment problems for these communities,

With adequate information and a working nation-wide system of labor
exchanges- we would know these facts and be in a position to act
intelligently to stabilize employment and fo make purchasing power
steady. With adequate information industry may even learn to intro-
duce its labor-saving devices and to accomplish its mergers at a time
when the workers released could be absorbed into other fields. In our
present state, deprived of information, deprived of the instrumentali-
ties of adjustment, even the well-intentioned employer can do little to
mitignte the hardships incident to greater mechanical efliciency in
production,

Entirely too much valuable time hag been consumed by idle theoriz-
ing over the question, Whose problem is unemployment %

1 have been told by well-intentioned citizens that each worker should
solve the problem for himself, I have been advised that business was
under the duty to eliminate unemployment. Others have urged that
the municipalities and States were responsible or it. Into this dispute
I decline to enter. To me it seems plain that the responsibility of the
Federal Government must not be shirked, for the prevention of unem-
ployment is a distinetly national obligation.

Unemployment to-day is not produced by local causes, The forces
which make for the shutdown of factories, the curtailment of activity
in the mines and on the railroads are forces which cperate on a national
and world-wide scale. The individual workman, the individual busi-
ness, the State, are helpless when an economic storm breaks upon the
country. Only the coordinated strengih of the entire Nation 1s compe-
tent to deal with such powerful economic forces.

Unemployment has nationwide effects. The shutdown of a shoe fac-
tory in Boston directly affects the Dusiness of an orange grower in
California. Purchasing power destroyed in ome place i at onee trans-
lated into unemployment in some other place, No scourge known to
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man gpreads as quickly as unemployment. When it begins to spread
there is no immunity which the indlvidoal workman, farmer, or business
man can secure for himself. Quarantine can not stop it. State boun-
dary lines can not stop it. Only the cooperatively organized effort of
the entire Nation can prevent it. To me the evidence is overwhelmingly
conclusive that the problem of unemployment is so big, so important,
and so complex that it will take the full and wholehearted cooperation
of individuale, of business, of municipalities, of States, and the Federal
Government to solve it.

The bills which have passed the Senate would have the Federal Gov-
ernment undertike so much of the job of preventing unemployment as
it ean most effectively accomplish. The sconer the Federal Government
does its share, the sooner will States, municipalities, and private in-
dustries be in a position to contribute theirs. The prevention of unem-
ployment is a national task to which the entire Nation must devofe
itself. Theories will not discharge the Government of the respon-
sibility to do its part.

What portion of that task properly belongs to the Federal Govern-
ment ?

First, The Federal Government should collect acrurate information of
employment, unemployment, and part-time employment. Such Informa-
tion is fundamental. No intelligent effort to eontrol unemployment ean
be exerted without it. To-day we have no suoch information, 'The
Federnl Government is the agency best equipped to secure it.

Becond. The Federal Government is always engaged In constructing
highways, developlng rivers and harbors, erecting flood-control strue-
tures, and public buildings. It should plan these projects in advance
and time them so as to make available opportunities for employment
when private busginess slackens,

Third. The Federal Government should join with the States in the
establishment of a nation-wide system of public employment offlces, so
as to assist workers to find jobs and to assist employers to find workers
with the least amount of delay and with the least amounnt of friction.
SBuch a system will establish cooperative channels for the free flow of
labor between States and between markets.

This is but a bare outline of what the Federal Government can do
toward the prevemtion of uncmployment. It is such a plan which is
written into the three bills which have been passed by the Senate,

If the Federal Government should begin to exercise these functions,
certain definite results may be expected. We shall know where we
stand from month to month. We shall no longer grope in the dark.
The information will be useful to the Federal Government, to the States,
and municipalities, and to each and every intelligent farmer and busi-
ness man in the country, who will be enabled to guide production by
prospective consumption.

Publie construction will be concentrated in periods of depression. If
the Federal Government will set the example the States and muniei-
palities will do likewise. A public-works program which costs the
Nution about $3,000,000,000 a year will be turned into a balance wheel
to keep employment steady. We shall begin to know something about
the unemployed. We shall learn what happens to the men displaced by
machines and mergers; what is the fate of men who lose their employ-
ment after 40% 1f we know the faets, I believe we shall find solu-
tions. As long as we remain in ignorance we never can find a remedy.

Of course, carrying out this program will cost money. The long
range plan bill authorizes an appropriation of $150,000,000; the em-
ployment exchange bill, $4,000,000. These are big sums of money
cven for a counfry as large as the United States. But when you stop
to compare these figures with the costs of unemployment, then you be-
come competent to judge which way lies true economy. In one gingle
month last winter factory workers alone lost in wages $200,000,000,
In the first three months of 1930 it has been estimated that wage
carners alone lost no less than a billion dollars in wages. 1f by a little
expenditure of money and a big expenditure of thought and plan we
can build a dam to shut off this Niagara of money losses arising out
of unemployment, is it not sound economy to do so? Consider what
it would have meant to the farmer, to the manufacturer, and in turn
to the worker if this vast amount of purchasing power had not becn
withdrawn from the markets,

But there is an even greater natlonal asset to be saved—the na-
tional character. No one can exaggerate the terrific blight on character
which unemployment infliets; I have said it once, I now repeat it:
Unemployment produces child labor, disrupts the family, destroys In-
depeéndence, and breeds discontent with government. Who is there who
will talk of cost wlhien these are at stake?

My friends, every confercnce that has been called together in the
lagt 15 years to consider unemployment has come to the self-same con-
clusion that such legislation be enacted. Every Scnate committee that
hag investizated the subject has recommended that these bills should
pass. We have talked, we have conferred, we have investigated. 1s
not the time yet ripe for action? Must a still greater tribute of suffer-
ing and privation be exacted from our people before we proceed?

When first I spoke of unemployment in the United States Senute 1
was charged with acting from political motives. I am grateful that
for some time now that unfounded statement has not been repeated. If
there were political advantage to be secured by champiuning the
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canse of the unemployed, this problem would have been tackled long
ago. The unemployed never make campaign contributions. They do
not control any portlon of the press through which to bring their
plight home to the American people. They maintain no lobby in Wash-
ington to tell their depressing story to their representative in Congress.
Their only spokesmen are they who have responded to the common
call of humanity; the only advocates of their cause are they who
pursue the welfare of our country irrespective of party advantage.

May I read to you a short note which I have just received fromr
one you know well, who has devoted all of her life to the service of
those who needed assistance, Miss Frances Perkins, industrial com-
missioner of the State of New York:

New Yorg, May 20, 1930.

MY Drar SENATOR WAGNER: I can’t tell you how glad I am to note
that your three bills for the improvement of our unemployment econdi-
tion have passed the Senate. Let me congratulate you upon this; but
may I also add that I hope very sincerely that they are going to go
through the House, and speedily.

* * & Jt is not unlikely that we shall have to go through another
winter of serious unemployment unless there is immediate adoption of
big programs of public works by the Federal, Btate, and local Govern-
ments throughout the United States.

With this thought in mind, 1 sincerely bope that the Members of the
House of Representatives, without regard to party, will push these bills
forward speedily as a patriotic service for the relief of unemployment,
for public works, and for the coordination of employment exchanges
and statistical data.

Bincerely yours,
FraNcEs PERKINS,
Industrial Commissioner.

This is the sentiment and the hope expressed in literally thousands of
letters which I have received from every part of this country from busi-
ness men, farmers, economists, and workers. I believe 1 do not over-
state the case when I say that the articulate opinion of the entire
country has been mobilized in support of this legislation.

In European countries unemployment has become the paramount
political Issue upon which parties are bitterly divided and ministries
rige and fall from power. In this country I hope that unemployment
may never become a political issue. But it is our supreme problem. It
is absorbing the interest of our people. The administration can pre-
vent unemployment from becoming a pational issue by joining in the
effort to enact the unemployment legislation now pending in the House
of Representatives.

A speclal responsibility rests wpon President Hoover to bring about
the enactment of this legislation. He has advocated the principle of
this program. Will he help to bring it into being?

During the severe depression of 1921, in the administration of Presi-
dent Iarding, a conference on unemployment was ealled. It finished its
sesgions by recommending the principles embodied in my three unem-
ployinent bills. Mr. Hoover was chairman of that conference.

During the presidential campaign of 1028 Mr. Hoover as a candi-
date announced that unemployment was one of our major problems and
added that for its solution we must have this fundamental information
of which I have spoken.

In November, 1928, Mr. Hoover sent Governor Brewster as his
emissary to New Orleans to inform the conference of governors that
he was in favor of the principle of the long-range planning of publie
works. A few weeks ago, addressing the United States Chamber of
Commerce in Washington be reiterated his advoeacy of better informa-
tlon, long-range planning of public works, and adequate employment
exchanges.

I hope that in these closing days of the session he will feel advised
to exercise the prerogative of his high office and the power of his party
leadership to secure the present ensctment of the unemployment bills,

The President has spoken of the war against poverty. Involuntary
idleness is the greatest single cause of poverty. Will he utilize the
present auspicious opportunity to deliver a body blow to the cruel figure
of unemployment? Will he walt until another winter rolls around and
perhaps eall another conference, another festival of speech making, or
will he seize this opportunity to give the country a permanent instru-
mentality of progress ever acting, ever responsible, ever watchful, to
deal with unemployment before it arrives?

Will Congress choose the way out of unemployment, the way of in-
telligent organization, the way of responsible action, the way of sensible
prevention, or—I hesitate to suggest the alternative—will America con-
tinue to walk the rutted road of want In this age of plenty?

Year after year, decade after decade, Ameriea has yearned and hoped
and prayed to be relieved of the recurrent onslaught of unemployment.
Here is a program of action, not perfect, but the best that the present
state of our knowledge makes possible ; not compiete, but having within
it the seeds of further development; not a panacea for all our ailments,
but bound to contribute to the prevention of unemployment. Will
Congress take these first three steps on the road to stabilized pros-
perity? The answer depends on Mr. Hoover, on the Republican leaders
in the House of Representatives, but primarily, my friends, the answer
depends upon you! .
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THE PRESS TO-DAY

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp an article appearing in the Nation for
May 21, 1930, entitled ** The Press To-day—The Chain Daily.”

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be printed
as follows :

THE PRESS TO-DAY—IV, THE CHAIN DAILY
By Oswald Garrison Villard

To whom the credit belongs for starting the first chain of dailies is a
moot question. The pioneer was probably Edward W. Scripps, who in
1875 was associated with his brother in the founding of the Detroit
News. Three years later he established the Cleveland Press, which was
in turn followed by the Cincinnati Post. These were the leaders in a
chain which is now the largest in the country, numbering 25 dailies,
including the New York Telegram, with the Ira C. Copley holdings and
the Hearst chain following with 22 dailies each. Altogether 55 chains
are listed by the Editor and Publisher, but as 17 of these comprise only
2 dailieg each, they ought really to be deducted. No one, for example,
congiders Mr. Ochs the owner of a chain because he possesses the New
York Times and the Chattanooga Times; nor can the Pulitzer group,
the New York morning and evening World and the St. Louis Post-
Dispatch, be rightly included.

All told, there are 16 major groups comprising 5 or more dailies
each. Besides the Hearst, Copley, and Seripps-Howard chains, the more
important are the Macfadden, Paul Block, Booth, Brush-Moore, Cox,
Fentress-Marsh, Gannett, Howe, Lee Syndicate, Macy-Forbes, Lindsay-
Nunn, Palmer, Stauffer, Thompson, Ridder Bros., and Seripps-Canficld.
Even here, however, it is to be noticed that some of these are entirely
within one State and comprise small-town papers only; thus, all but
two of the Macy-Forbes newspapers are in Westchester County, N. Y.
The list naturally takes no account of the weekly newspapers which may
also belong to the owner of a chain. As this article is written comes
the news of the purchase of a group of 35 weeklies, semiweeklies, and
small dailies in Ohio by the Ohlo .Newa (Inec.), whose real ownership
is not yet revealed. In most cases the desire to own a large string is
evident. No one ean say just how rapidly a chain may grow. Colonel
Copley, for instance, is reported to have bought his 18 California dailles
in a day after having withdrawn nearly all his millions from certain
public-utility companies through which he had amassed his fortune.
His remaining four dailies are in Illinois and of a distinctly different
kind from his small-town California properties. ;

Here we have a characteristic of a number of chains—a lack of bal-
ance. The Seripps-Howard dailies seem better coordinated and more
wigely distributed than any other, Unlike Mr. Hearst, the owners of
this chain do not own more than one daily In a town. They are thus
represented in 25 cities, whereas Mr. Hearst's dark journalistie shadow
has happily as yet fallen upon but 18. Curlously enough, the Fentress-
Marsh chain seems not to go into a eity until it acquires all the dailies
or the only dally in that town. Other chains are curiously put together.
For example, the Ridder Bros., the sons of the late Hermann Ridder,
of the Btaats-Zeitung, have added to that daily such diverse journals
as the New York Herold (also German language), the New York Jour-
nal of C ce, a busi dalily, the Jamaica (N. Y.) Long Island
Press, the historic 8t. Paul (Minn.) Ploneer-Press, the 8t. Paul Dispateh,
the Aberdeen (8, Dak.) American and News, and the Paterson (N. J.)
Press-Guardian, besides holding a minority interest in the Seaftle Times.

The most striking rise of a chain is undoubtedly that of the Frank
E. Gannett group, now 16 in number, of which all but 2 are published
in New York Btate. It includes such important dailles as the Brook-
lyn Eagle, the Hartford (Conn.) Times, one of the two or three most
influential newspapers in New England, and the Rochester Democrat
and Chronicle and Times-Union. Mr., Gannett's experiment is the more
interesting because he has made use of the new technigque of selling
bonds and preferred stocks to the public and keeping control through
the possession of the common stocks, doubtless with the expectation
of making such gavings In costs by large-scale purchases, by using one
Washington office for the eutire group, and other economies, as to be
able speedily to buy out the public. That, aside from the question of
personal power, is the chief lure of the chain.

It is still too early to assert that the newspaper chain has finally
demonstrated its financial stability. Several of them are suffering a
good deal in the present depression, which has severely affected the
advertising of practically all eastern dailies. It is easy to carry a com-
bination of dailies when conditions are good throughout the country;
it may become a dangerous burden when times are bad, The Hearst
chain has a number of very weak links. There is nothing, for in-
stance, about his morning dailies in Washington or New York to indi-
cate prosperity, and there is a general belief that if he could find some
means of giving away the New York American without too great loss
of prestige it would be done. Baltimore is still a weak spot for him,
and so are ome or two of the up-State. New York cities, this despite
the fact that his business management has been muech improved during
the past several years. Mr. Gannett has had difficulty with the Brook-
lyn Eagle, for which he probably paid too much—the prices of dallies
have been as much inflated gince 1920 as were farm lands in the bobm
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war years, It was to flnance the purchase of the BEagle that Mr. Gan-
nett procured a loan of $2,000,000 from the International Paper &
T'ower Co. and its * public-spirited " president. When the fact was
brought out and the transaction was severely criticized, Mr. Gannett felt
it to be his duty to obtain the money elsewhere in order to repay the
Paper Trust. Other reasons also have combined to make the situation
of the Eagle a difficult one.

Except in the case of Mr. Hearst, who increased his holdings rapidly
in the days when he sought to be Governor of New York and President
of the United States, I do not feel that political motives have played
any great part in this newspaper development, certainly not at all in
Mr. Gannett's case. Mr, Gannett was once asked if he had in mindmny
definite purpose in creating his chain, suech as the endeavor to influence
public opinion in increasing measure. ITis reply was in the negative;
he merely enjoyed enlarging his personal field of activity. He had no
more conscious motive than that which leads a man to buy six more
drug stores if he has made a success of one or two. TUndoubtedly the
newspaper chain !s as much a response to an economic urge or tide as
the recent grouping of railroads and the development of the chain cigar
or food stores. It is in the air; it is part of the transformation of
almost every business which is going on under our eyes, and if it had
not been Seripps, Gannett, or Copley, it would have been some one else,
The cconomie drift is what counts—the natlon-wide combination to de-
crease competition, to restrain trade, and to deal in larger and larger
units. There was at bottom no reason to expect that the newspaper
business would be spared by the ecomomic forces which are remodeling
our induosirial life and making the relationship of government to the
stagegering combinations of eapital the paramount issue of the day.

If there Is as yet no deliberate planning of newspaper chains to con-
trol opinion there is no reason why this could not be undertaken. It is
alrendy quite in the power of rich men to buy all the dailles in the
smaller States—there are only 3 in Delaware, 68 in Wyoming, 5 in Idaho,
22 in Alabama, and 36 in Washington. Henry Ford could leng ago
have purchased the 60 dailies in Michigan with the exception of the very
rich Detroit News, with but a portion of one year's income. Since there
are 458 towns and cities In Michigan which possess only one daily journal
apiece, despite the theory that this 1s a Government by two political
parties, the opportunity must be pretty obvious to those with political
ambitions. The purchase of the California ehain of Colonel Copley was
altributed by some to a desire to control public opinion in southern
California in favor of the power interests, but this was denied by his
employees, The relative worth of the chain, and whether it is a gain
or a menace, will depend upon the personal equation, the character, and
the ailms of the owners,

Bo far it is impossible to say that any one chain has been used for
gpecific antisocinl or reactionary propaganda, If we omit the Hearst
dailies., The Seripps-Howard newspapers are usually liberal, and most
friendly to reform movements, It is a pity that their reporting is
sometimes poor, their make-up and typography wretched. They sorely
lack high standards In these respects, but their answer is the old one—
“We must stoop to get circulations in order to put our ideas over.”
Even the New York Telegram lacks typographical distinction and is
messy ; yet the New York Times has made its great success while adher-
ing to typographical dignity and taste, with the Herald Tribune follow-
ing Its example, None of the chains, again excepting Hearst, strive
for ftypographical uniformity. It would be welcome if a format of
beauty and distinetion were to be adopted by one of them; but those
two gualities have largely disappeared from the American press,

By using the new technigue of getting the public to advance some of
the money while the promoter himself holds control there 18 no reason
whatever why we may not see a chain of 100 dailies controlled by one
man. Theoretically at least; whether this would work out well practi-
cally is doubted by many. Yet the steady progress of the Beripps-
Howard syndicate, despite certain weak members, would seem to prove
that it is no more impossible than the creation by one owner of a
group of G500 grocery or 0-and-10-cent stores. I can see no valid
reasons why we should not have much larger chaing and, I believe, we
shall see them when those having great stakes in the present economic
system are sufficlently. enriched or sufficiently frightened by the specter
of radiealism to seek more directly to control publie opinion. Here
is where the danger lies. In this connection the action of the Interna-
tional Paper & Power Co. In buying its way into a number of dailies in
1928 and 1929, and lending much money to newspaper owners, including
Mr. Gannett, is highly suggestive. The purpose of this new policy, the
president of the company sald in his own defense, was simply to assure
to the company steady customers for its paper. But the outery within
the press and the disapproval of the public were so great that he was
gpeedily compelled to change his mind about the advisability of this
policy and to get out of the mewspaper business. Similarly persistent
and at times svecessful efforts by the power lobbyists to get their hooks
into daily newspapers are a warning of a tendency that must be guarded
against if the press is not to become merely a creature of the great
capitalists. Tt is, heaven knows, to-day sufficiently in the clutch of
the forces which make for reaction and the support of the status quo.

Agnin, the question of absentee ownership sometimes plays a con-
slderable part in the development of the chain. Some of the smaller
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communities resent the control of their dailies by men living elsewhere.
This i8 not, however, a universal feeling. There might, however, well
be dissatisfaction in Pittsburgh, where all three of the dailles remain-
ing in a city which had seven morning and evening newspapers only
a few years ago are mow owned by capitalists residing elsewhere—the
Beripps-Howard Syndicate, Hearst, and Paul Block. At bottom, the
owners of the Hearst and Block Pittstburgh newspapers bave no more
direct interest in the city than have the owners of chain cigar stores.
It is troe that there are always editorial writers to deal with local
problems ; that the staffs are still largely made up of local men. The
owners of the Scripps-Howard papers make every effort to tie up thelr
editors with the local interests of the cities in which their papers are
situated. Local autonomy is the watchword, and it is generally lived
up to, except in unational affairs. The loeal Seripps-Howard editor is
given help to buy an interest in the paper and is expected to spend
the rest of his life in fits service. He is constantly urged to “ know
your town™ and “ feel its pulse.” Seripps-Howard editors are, how-
ever, freely transferred from one city to another. It still seems im-
possible that there should be quite the same relationship of the dally
to its community that exists when the paper is owned by a local man
known to all his fellow citizens, to be seen at local gatherings, and to
be held divectly accountable to local opinions and desires. It would
seem as thongh no community of the size of Plttsburgh could rest happy
under such conditions. They seem to me intolerable,

On the other hand, defenders of the chain allege that there is a cer-
tain advantage in this freedom of a chain editor from local entangfe-
ments—social, business, and financial. While it was always Mr.
Scripps’s idea that his editors might purchase stock In the papers they
were gerving, he rigidly roled that they should not invest their savings
in other enterprises which would interfere with their complete freedom
of opinion and action. He wished them to be exelusively and only
newspapermen. Another view is expressed by Eugene A. Howe, of the
Howe Newspapers (chiefly located in Texas, where the chain idea is
being developed most rapidly and succeasfully). “1I think,” he states,
“that it doesn’t matter who owns a newspaper as long as It is oper-
ated vigorously and honestly. The average reader doesn't bother abont
the paper's masthead. Give him a judicious selection of news and
features, glve him a good newspaper, and he is satisfled. And the paper
usually will be a profitable investment. * * * We are still experi-
menting in Texas, but we feel we are golug a long way In establishing
gronp dailies.”

There remains, however, the question of the editorial opinions of a
chain of newspapers. Here we have three distinet policies. The Scripps-
Howard dailies, while free to deal with local issues, all conform to the
national editorlal opinions formulated by chief editorial writers, or, as
in the case of their support of Herbert Hoover for the Presidency
(which they are presumed to be repenting in sackeloth and ashes), as
a result of an editorial conventlon and a free vote of all the editors.
Mr. Hearst's editors reflect his own contradictory and changing views
and personal whims. Frank Gannett, however, does not alter the
political policies of the papers he purchases. Thus the Hartford (Conn.)
Times remains Democratic and the Brooklyn Eagle independent Demo-
cratic, while most of the others are Republican. Mr. Gannett is a con-
vinced and sincere dry ; it will be interesting to see if it will be possible
for him to allow some of his papers to take the opposite viewpoint if
the question of prohibition becomes still more acute. 1is policy seems
to me entirely ethical and quite defemsible. It is certainly unusual for
an owner to grant to his editors the complete freedom of opinion and
expression which Mr. Gannett permits.

In another situation, that in which the same cempany controls all

the dailies In one city, the question is a bit more difficult. Thus in
Bpringfield, Mass,, all four papers are owned by one company. Two are.
Republican in politics, one Democratic, and one independent, Where the

facts are known and where, as in Springfield, there is an honest and
aboveboard endeavor to advocate the policies of the two political par-
ties and no effort is made to hide the real ownership, it would seem
that no criticism could lie against this procedure. Different is the case,
cited by Senator B. K. WHEELER, of Montana, of a town in that State in
which both the dailies, one Republican and one Demoeratic, were none
the less owned by the same mining company, their respective opposing
editorials being written by the same hireling!

As for the standardization of the dailies which results from owner-
ship of groups, I shall touch upon that in anotlier article. It is neces-
sary to point out here only that this is the inevitable result—and a spe-
cially desired one—of the amalgamations. Hereln lies part of the great
opportunity to make savings by supplying the same cartoons, illustra-
tions, rotogravure sections, and articles. These savings are not always
realized, as, for example, in the case of white paper, for which a stand-
ard price has now supposedly been fixed for all purchasers, large or small,
who do not have their own mills and must buy of the large companies.
But in the main it would seem as if enormous economies could be made.

It can not be maintained that the chain development Is a healthy one
from the polnt of view of the general public. Any tendency which makes
toward restrictlon, standardization, or the concentrating of editorial
power in one hand is to be watched with concern. For the ideal journal-
istic state of a republle, especially where the Z-party system prevails,
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iz one In which papers may easily be created by single individuals, as
Horace Greeley established the Tribune and Alexander Hamilton's
friends the New York Evening FPost, to rise and disappear if need be.
If the coordination of the press with the current urge for larger and
larger combinations is imevitable, it is regrettable if only because this
makes it additionally harder for the man of small fortune to start a
daily and compete suecessfully for public support. That this chain
development is an international phenomenon does not alter the situation.

It has gone farthest in Great Britain, where three groups, those of
Rothermere, Beaverbrook, and the Berry Bros., now dominate the
press, and inform or misinform perhaps 80 per cent of the reading publie,
It is not impossible that within 20 years or less we shall gee these three
groups owned by a single company or individual. When that comes to
pass the Government will have to take cognizance of the existence of a
power to control and inform opinion that may prove superior to its
own—an impossible situation. No Independent daily comes up for sale
in England to-day without the existing three groups bidding for it. The
Hugenberg chain in Germany is so large and powerful as to have
worried many persons lest it menace the existence of the new republican
institutions. Even in Bouth Afriea the chain tendency is apparent.
Thus, the three leading evening journals, the Star, of Johannesburg; the
Cape Argus, of Capetown; and the Natal Advertiser, of Durban, be-
long to the same company, which also owns the Diamond Fields Adver-
tiser of Kimberley and the Friend of Bloemfontein, besides controlling
the two leading dailies of Rhodesia.

*The formation of a British company in 1928 for the purpose of own-
ing British dailies and buying into newspaper properties in other coun-
tries foreshadows the international chain. Its mere organization
aroused a storm of protest in France, and led to the immediate threat
in Paris of a law to prevent the holding of any shares of a French
dally by foreigners. The heated and, I believe, totally false charges in
this country, during and after the war, that a portion of our press is,
or was, under British control is proof of the deep feeling which would
be aroused if it should appear that foreigners were seeking to control
our American sources of information.

LETTER OF GEORGE B. LOCKEWOOD RELATIVE TO THE CANDIDACY OF
0. H, P. BHELLEY FOR SENATOR FROM MONTANA

Mr., NORBECK. Mr. President, I present and ask leave to
have published in the Recorp an article from the Carbon County
News, of Red Lodge, Mont., issue of May 1, 1930, being a letter
from George B. Lockwood, former secretary of the Republican
National Committee, relative to O. H. P. Shelley, Republican
candidate for United States Senator from Montana.

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[Reprint from the Carbon County News, Red Lodge, Mont., issue of
May 1, 1930]

GeorgE B. Lockwoop, FORMER PUBLISHER OF NATIONAL REPUBLIC AND
Onganizer oF Hoover CampaeN, TeELLs oF O. H. P, SBHBLLEY'S
QUALIFICATIONS FOR MONTANA'S UNITED STATES SENATOR—LOCEWOOD,
FoRMER BECRETARY OF REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE, WRITES TO
ATTORNEY JoHN G. SKINNER OF REp LoDGE PUBLISHER'S ABILITY
Attorney John G. Skinner, chairman of Carbon County Republican

central committee, is in receipt of a letter this week from George B.

Lockwood, former publisher and editor of the Natlional Republie,

Washington, D. C., and present publisher of Muncie Press, Muncie, Ind.,

who tells of the qualifications of O. H. P. Bhelley, of Red Lodge, Mont.,

for United States Senator on the Republican ticket.

Mr. Lockwood has been prominent in national Republican politics for
«the past several years, and during the last presidential campaign was
the organizer of the Hoover campaign. His acquaintance with Mr.
Shelley during their association in political affairs a few years ago
gives the statesman first-hand Information and knowledge of Mr.
Shelley’s qualifications for the office of Senator.

Mr. Lockwood was secretary of the Republican National Committee
at the same time Shelley was national committeeman from Montana.

His letter to Attorney Skinner follows :

WasHINGTON, D. C., April 26, 1930.
Mr. JoHN G. BEINNER,
Red Lodge, Mont.

Dear Mg, SgINNER: I have your letter asking me what I think of the
qualifications of O. H. P. Shelley for the United States Senate from
the standpoint of one who has been actively connected with national
politics and an armehalr observer of congr 1 pr dings for many
years.

In reply 1 would say that it seems to me that Mr. Shelley has the
characteristics which especlally qualify a man for useful service in the
Senate, both to his State and to the country at large. These are
extensive experience with and knowledge of politics and political leader-
ship ; exceptional diligence in anything he undertakes; and, though I
am classified as a Republican * regular,” and the affiliation of Mr.
Bhelley has been with the * progressive” wing of the party, sound,
intelligent, and patriotic views on public gquestions. He has the “ know

"'CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

"May 27

how " in mnational polities and public affairs without which a new
Member of the Senate is necessarily for some time a mere observer of
rather than a real participant In the proceedings of Congress. Prob-
ably no man in Washington has so wide and thorough an mequaintance
with public men or better knows how to get things done through the
cooperation of others in public life; this would be an invaluable asset
to the people of your Btate should Mr. Shelley be chosen Senator.

There is some popular misconception as to the type of man most
useful In the Senate to his State and to the country. He need not be
an orator or a political leader of the showy type. Most real results are
accomplished by mren of another sort—men who are content fo do the
hamdswork essential In accomplishing results of any kind—men not too
pretentions but with good * horse sense,” who know how to cooperate
and get the cooperation of others. Mr. Shelley fills this bill

When I say that Mr. Shelley is sound on national issues, I mean
especially those which seem now to me to be most important. He is a
nationalist and not an internationalist. He believes that the interest
of this country should be kept first in mind by Americans. He is not
for the sacrifice of the welfare or safety of this country in the hope
of advancing the interests and insuring the security of other mnations.
He is not for the involvement of the United States in the political
asystem of Europe, with all that this involves of possible sacrifice of our
own standards of llving and of our own peace; in other words, he is
against the Amerlean entry into the League of Nations or any of its
subsidiaries, including the League Court. In this his position 1s consist-
ent with the last Republican national platform, which by its silence on
this issue Justified the conclusion that this question was settled for good.
We have made great sacrifices in behalf of the rest of the world in the
last 13 years, and the present situation within our own eountry would
indicate that in looking after our own we have a job that fully takes the
ability of American statesmanship.

Mr. Bhelley believes in the protective policy of Washington, Clay,
Lincoln, and Roosevelt for the benefit of the American farmer and wage
earner. The tavif question has become a labor question. With the
internationalization of finance, manufacture, and trade, protection has
ceased to be of interest to most branches of * big business,” for the
reason that international finance with vast investments abroad is more
interested in bullding up wealth and credit abroad than at home in
order to protect these investments, while internationalized industry,
unlike the American wage earner and farmer, can work when it pleages
in the cheap labor markets of other lands to more advantage than in our
country of higher production costs. We have therefore seen that both
organized farmers and organized workmen have shifted their position
on the tariff gquestion, while internationally organized business has taken
the antiprotection end of the argument. Mr. Bhelley stands for a tariff
on all competitive manufactured products approximately the difference
in labor costs at home and abroad, without which we must shut up
sghop industrially or submit to the lowering of wages to the European
and Asiatic scale; and on agricultural products for a tarifi additionally
that will take into aceount the differences in cost of land, taxes, mate-
rial costs, living costs, and transportation.

This is a matter of special importance to Montana. In soil and
mineral wealth Montana is the peer of Pennsylvania. One-third the
size of Montana, Pennsylvanin has seventeen times the population; in
other words, fifty times the population per square mile. While this is
partly due to the greater age and more favorable geographical situation
of Pennsylvania, it is evidence that in industrial development great
possibilities lle before your State if our national growth is not stunted
by destruction of our home market through unfair foreign competition.
It may be added that the industrial growth of Pennsylvania is partly
due to the fact that for years Pennsylvania has sent to the Senate prac-
tical men who have looked out for the interests of Pennsylvania. The
future of Montana depends not only on the utilization of her resources
in coal, silver, chirome, and other minerals, oil, lumber, cattle, and
gheep, flour, and her farm production, but in the development of other
regsources as yet scarcely touched.

There is to-day a natural tendency toward the decentralization of
industry, which should be speeded by both public and private effort, that
offers special hope to your State. Because of the close relationship be-
tween Government and business, it is important that Montana should
have at Washington one who will make these problems his gpecial study
and basis of effort. Certainly there can be mo improvement if the chief
products of Montana are left open fo the competition of foreign pro-
ducers, with an unlimited cheap labor supply and water carriage much
cheaper to our seaboard States than is available to the producers of
your State.

The necessity of a tariff on crude ofl 1s a ense in point, At a time
when American production is drastically limited, paralyzing explora-
tion in your State, we are importing erude oil to the value of $100,-
000,000 a year from abroad, and the gate was left wide open for an
increase in this Importation when Congress falled to give American ofl
producers protection. It is argued that this action was Intended to
conserve our national resources, but we are beginning to realize that our
potential supply of oil is almost unlimited, and that before it iz ex-
hausted some new form of fuel may be developed. Possibilities of oil
production jn Montana are doubtless far beyond any present knowledge,
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but the effect of the action of Congress in denial of the protective
prineiple is to withhold employment from thousands of Montana work-
men and oil royalties from thousands of Montana farmers and cut down
the returns of Montana people interested in existing production. The
truth is that the opposition to such a tariff came from the international
oil companies, which seek domination of the oil production and distribu-
tion of the world, and they were able to dictate this denial of justice to
one of Montana’s most Important industries. Montana should have a
Senator on the job who will see to it that the just interests of the
State, especially during a period of unemployment like the present, are
not discriminated against in natfonal legislation. There is no excuse
whatever for any unemployment in the United States when the reason
for it can be seen in the vast volume of foreign materials which dis-
places commodities that should be made, mined, or grown by American
workingmen, receiving wages upon which a high standard of living can
be based, thus creating an outlet for all that the farmer and wage
earner produce within the confines of this country.

The true measure of prosperity is the degree of comfort and luxury
in which the masses of the people are enabled to live. Only by keep-
ing employment in high gear, and at a high and increasing wage scale,
can we provide the consuming power sufficient to absorb the produc-
tion of this machine age, increasing in volume and variety. Unless the
workingmen and farmers are well employed and well compensated, the
prosperity of our whole economic system is impossible.

Mr. Ehelley is opposed to the undue ecentralization of industry and
finance in so far as this may be affected by national legislation. Tt is
evident that organized efforts are now in progress to bring about an
undue and unnatural concentration of finance and commerce which,
if effected, would make States like Montana only an economle hinter-
land, and that there is an attempt to constitute an economic and
financial supergovernment. While large-scale industry is an inevitable
and useful accompaniment of our economic development, the problem
of the future is to see to it that this does not result in the stunting
of the growth of our interior States, whose resources are constantly
to be siphoned out into a few great and remote financial and industrial
centers. Western Canada has felt the effect of this unwise policy,
and with all businesses mere branches of distant concerns there is a
lack of local credit and industrial activity which makes the growth
of smaller centers of population almost impossible. The effect of this
on agriculture is especially disiressing, since it destroys home markets
for diversified farm production.

The last Republican national platform declared the position of the
Republic Party on prohibition, and party regularity consists of stand-
ing by that declaration rather than sending to Washington a Senator
who will oppose and embarrass the administration in the effort to
make good on this policy in the face of the fiercest and most heavily
financed opposition the eighteenth amendment has yet encountered.
The eighteenth amendment, which was ratified by all but two of the
States Hittle more than 10 years ago, should be given time for its
vindication. The alternative saloon system was tried for a couple of
bundred years in this country and was so unsatisfactory at the end
of that time that the people overthrew it with remarkable unanimity,
as indicated by the action of the legislatures of 46 States.

The truth is that the eighteenth amendment can not be repealed,
at any time at least within the period covered by the next senatorial
term, and modification which permits liguor with a sufficient * kick ™
in it to be intoxicating can mnot be had under that amendment,
From a practical standpoint, therefore, the outery against prohibition
can have only one effeet, and one enly—that I8 to encourage resist-
ance to and violation of the law. It is up to those who oppose pro-
hibition to suggest a satisfactory alternative; otherwise opposition is
unintelligent. If the question of repeal of the eighteenth amendment
comes before Congress, Mr. Bhelley will vote against repeal. This is
the position of the Republican Party, upon which it carried the
country in 1928, and carried Montana by a majority of more than
80,000, That the Republican rank and file of Montana have turned
“wet" during the past two years does not seem probable, but your
coming primary will permit a test of that guestion.

In eonclusion, my acquaintance with Mr. Shelley runs back to the
time when I assumed the secretaryship of the Republican National
Committee in 1021, and during that time he has impressed me as a
nran of unuosual gualifications for political and public service. As you
know, he was the first man in the Rocky Mountain region to give
a public statement in favor of Herbert Hoover for President. With
yourself, he was active in bebalf of Mr. Hoover's eandidacy for the
nomination at a time when most of the leaders of your Btate were
quiescent or in opposition. Knowing his eapabilities and the already
expressed opinion of Montana Republicans on the issnes he represents,
I am satisfied that his race for the senatorial nmomination will prove
a surprise to many of the political “ old-timers " of your State, and I
ghall expect te hear from you stating that he has been nominated on
the night of your primary,

Very truly yours,
GeoRGE B. LOCEWOOD.

LXXIT—609
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AMENDMENT OF MERCHANT MARINE ACT

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 9592)
to amend section 407 of the merchant marine act, 1928,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
of the Senater from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR].

Mr., HARRISON, Mr. President, let the amendment be re-
ported.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be reported
for the information of the Senate.

The LeaisLATIVE CLERK. The Senator from Tennessee moves,
on page 4, line 5, after the word * thereby,” to insert the follow-
ing proviso:

Provided, That the Postmaster General shall not enter into any such
contract with any person, firm, corporation, or association which is,
directly or indirectly, through any subsidiary, associated or affiliated
person, firm, corporation, or association, or as a holding company or
through stock ownership, or otherwise, operating, or controlling the
operation of, any foreign-flag ships in competition with any American-
flag ships. If the Postmaster General hereafter enters into any contract
under this title for carrying mail and the holder of a contract there-
after violates the terms of this proviso, sald contract shall thereupon
become null and void. The Postmaster General shall submit to the
Shipping Board the guestion of the eligibility of each applicant for a
mall contract under the terms of this proviso; and, if after the award
of such a contract, any question arises as to whether the holder of
such a contract is violating the terms of this proviso, the Postmaster
General shall likewise submit such question to the Shipping Board. The
Shipping Board shall determine and certify to the Postmaster General
its findings with respect thereto. Such findings and certification by the
Shipping Board shall be concluslve upon all parties.

He shall include in such contracts such requirements and conditions
as in his best judgment will insure the full and efficient performance
thereof and the protection of the interests of the Government, Per-
formance under any such contract shall begin not more than three years
after the contraet is let, and the term of the contract shall not exceed
10 years.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, after the execiting incidents
of the last half hour I do not know whether or not the Senate
can get its mind back on prosaic matters. The question of
spending the Government’s money by subsidizing foreign-con-
trolled ships is a very prosaic one affer the excitement which
we have just been through. Predictions have been made on
both sides, I believe, as to whether or not the tariff bill has
been killed by the ruling which has been made by the Viee
President. I hope it has been killed. This is no time to pass
such a tariff bill. The rates which have been inserted in it are
entirely out of line with those which the President recom-
mended; he is not satisfied with the measure, and I hope he
may have the courage to veto it should it ever come to him;
but I do not think he has the courage to do so. I do not
believe that the President will dare to veto a tariff bill which
has been passed by Congress, I know, however, that if T were
President of the United States and had made a recommenda-
tion such as President Hoover made last year as to what kind
of a tariff bill I desired enacted, and Congress sent to me the
kind of a billion-dollar Grundy tariff bill, a repudiated Grundy
tariff bill such as the one now pending, were sent to me, I
would veto it as certain as that I am standing here; and I
hope the President will veto the hill if it should ever reach him.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, why does the Senator from
Tennessee bring in the name of GruxpY? That name has been
expunged from this tariff bill.

Mr. McKELLAR. While it has been expunged by the people
of Pennsylvania, while Mr. Gruxpy has been repudiated by the
people of that State, which is one of the greatest protective-
tariff States in the Union, still, whatever may come, that bill
will bear the name of Mr. Gruxpy, and justly so, because Mr.
Gruxpy had put into the bill the inordinately high rates which the
bill carries. By all means, the bill should be defeated. I hope
it may be, and I expect to vote against it.

Mr, President, on yesterday when the Senate adjourned we
were considering the bill which is kmown as the White bill,
having for its purpose to subsidize foreign-controlled ships.
We need not try to dissemble the matter; we might just as
well look it straight in the face. The purpose of the postal
subvention act of 1928 was to give the Postmaster General the
right to subsidize American ships, and now, under the so-called
White bill, it is proposed to extend that subsidy to such ships
as may be controlled by foreign owmers or to ships having inter-
locking directorates or having interlocking control of any kind.
I am oppesed to the bill unless the amendment which has just
been read by the clerk be adopted. In order that there may
not be any doubt as to its purport in the minds of those
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Senators who are here, I want to read the salient provisions of
the amendment which I have offered:

Provided, That the Postmaster General shall not enter into any such
contract with any person, firm, eorporation, or association which is,
directly or indirectly, through any subsidiary, assoclated or affiliated
person, firm, eorporation, er association, or as a holding company or
through stock ownership, or otherwise, operating, or controlling the
operation of, any foreign-flag ships in competition with any American-
flag ships.

As I explained on yesterday, when the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr, RaxspELnL] expressed so much consideration for the Mis-
gissippi Shipping Co., under the facts set forth by him, I have
no objection in the world to Congress approving a proper con-
tract with that company; but that is not the purpose of this
bill. The purpose of this bill is to let down the bars, and to
provide that foreign shipping companies in competition with
American ships may receive a subsidy. To that, I am unal-
terably opposed. I am convinced that when the facts which I
have before me shall have been brought to the attention of the
Senate it will never agree to that provision of the bill.

I was discussing yesterday the Export Steamship Corporation,
The transportation of the mail by that line could have been
procured for less than $43,000, even on the basis of the pound-
age rate to American vessels; and, assuming the ratio con-
tinued for a year, the total would have been less than $60,000.
However, the contract compensation of that company exceeds
$700,000 for the 9-month period, or $630,000 more than the cost
of transporting the mail.

It was this company I believe that in 66 voyages carried less
than 4 pounds of first-class mail—probably not a half a dozen
letters to the voyage—and yet the Government entered into a
contract calling for the payment of a million dollars a year for
transporting that small volume of first-class mail. The other
mails carried were greater in poundage but probably of less
importance.

It is recognized that compensation under this award was not
intended by the department as legitimate payment for the trans-
portation of mail, but rather as an aid for the maintenance of
the service. I am not here discussing the legality of a contract
made primarily for that purpose; I cite the facts for the pur-
pose of showing that “compensation” has no logical relation
either to the financial necessities of the service or to the value
of the service rendered.

As the annual operating deficits of the company average less
than $315,000, the Government is presenting the company with
a subvention amounting to more than three times its deficit. It
is thus not only underwriting the deficit, but it is also present-
ing the company with $700,000 annually, which are available
for dividends. Yet in some quarters such methods are described
as being designed to build up the American merchant marine.
It is impossible, Mr. President, for them to have any such
effect.

Mr. President, as a dividend, what does the payment of
$700,000 annually to this little company mean? Obviously, the
company's good will is of small value, apart from its postal
coniract. Based, therefore, on the actual cash investment in
the properties of the line, the Government’s contribution yields
the company more than 20 per cent as a dividend on its invest-
ment. What could be more delightful to the promoter than to
organize a small company, buy ships from the Government at
a nominal cost, and then have the Government pay, under a
contract that is of no value to anyone except the company, 20
per cent dividends on the investment paid in. To use a slang
expression, that might be called * pretty soft™; and yet that
is what is being done by the Postmaster General under these
contracts in connection with which the law requires publicity
and advertisement before they shall be awarded; but this bill
geeks to eliminate the provision requiring publicity and adver-
tising, and allows the Postmaster General to make the contracts
secretly. What are we coming to!

Mr. President, these criticisms in which I have indulged
have been based on the financial statements of the company.
I believe they are correct; but their accuracy is not entirely
above challenge, especially from the point of view of the equi-
ties of the company's claim for a subsidy on the scale which
it is obtaining. For instance, the annual deficits to which I
have referred include a disbursement of $300,000 for the pur-
chase of the Steers Terminal Co.

The facts of this transaction are that the Steers Terminal
Co. was owned by the owner of the Export Steamship Cor-
poration ; it was purchased by him subsequent to his purchase
of the line from the Shipping Board. He paid $50,000 for the
terminal, and resold it—tadk about high finance !—to the Export
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Steamship Corporation for $300,000, thus realizing a profit of
$250,000, at the expense of the line's Lbalunce sheet.

Practically all revenune of the Steers Terminal Co. comes from
the patronage of the Export Steamship Line; and where does
the Export Steamship Line get its revenue? Why, from the
Government contracts for carrying the mails to Mediterranean
ports. It has been seen that they carried 4 pounds of first-class
letter mail on 66 voyages, and yet the Government is paying them
a million dollars a year—a million dollars a year—and we actu-
ally have to make a fight to keep that thing from going on. It
seems to me that we ought to rise up as one man and prevent
any such deals as that.

I proceed, Mr. President.

I doubt the right of an owner to seek favors from the Gov-
ernment and support his claims by alleging operating deficits
which are greater by $250,000 because of a transaction like that
mentioned. This item is not the sole respect in which the ex-
penditures are subject to criticism. For instance, subsequent to
the award of a postal contract the owner-president placed his
salary at $100,000 a year.

What was the name of this Boston man who was prosecuted
for high finance some years ago? I have forgotten.

Mr. GLASS. Lawson?

Mr. McKELLAR., Obh, Lawson was a piker, There was an-
other man up there, named Ponzi, who was engaged in high
finance; and Lawson was a4 mere piker as compared with him.
Here is a man who buys a ship at a nominal price from the
Government, gets a million dollar postal contract, carries 4
pounds of letter mail on 66 voyages and on all his other busi-
ness has a defieit, but is able to pay a 20 per cent dividend and
at the same time pay himself a salary of $100,000 a year, and
we are permitting it to be done. I ean not understand how even
my friend from Louisiana [Mr. RaxspErrL] and my friend from
New York [Mr. Coreraxp] could possibly want to continue a
situation of that kind.

The circumstances attending the award of this contract were
substantially as follows. I will show you how it was done:

An advertisement was inserted on June 9, 1928, By the way,
this bill was approved by the President on May 22. An adver-
tisement was inserted on June 9, 1928, requiring bids to be filed
by July 9, 1928, specifying wvessels and terms with which no
company or person as a practical fact could comply execept
the Export Steamship Corporation. There could therefore be
but one bid. The bidder knew he would not have and could
not have any competition. He therefore named the maximum
rate, and becaunse he was the lowest bidder the contract was
awarded to him; and, yet, it is asked here by the proponents
of this bill, unmm.nded. to permit that to go on in the future.

I think the act has provisions intended to protect the Gov-
ernment which were not adequately applied. I do not think
the Postmaster General ought to have agreed to any such con-
tract. I do not think he ought to have advertised in any such
way. I donot think he ought to have let a contract in any such
way. I doubt if there is any actual consideration for this con-
tract. Think of it—allowing the president of the company
$100.000 a year salary, and allowing this enormous sum of a
million dollars a year as a subsidy for building ships when there
are no ships built!

In order that there might be ample time to prepare advertise.
ment, and ample time for citizens to consider whether they were
interested, and, if so, ample time to develop financial and physi-
cal plans on which to base a bid, the act provided that existing
contracts under the act of 1920 could be extended an additional
year. The Export Steamship Corporation held such a contract,
but this provision was not availed of. Instead, bids were re-
quired to be presented within 30 days, and under the terins of
the advertisement the commencement of the postal service might
be, and was in faet, required within one month.

I make the statement here, and I do not believe it can he
gainsaid, that we have contracts with fast steamers across the
ocean in the Mediterranean service that are now performing this
work, and there ought not to have been any contract let; and
yet my distingunished friend from Louisiana and my distin-
guished friend from New York are asking us to do away with
the poor, meager, little adverticement and little publicity that
is given under the present law, and to allow the Postmaster
General who entered into this contract to do it secretly hereafter.
They do not even have to let them know for 30 days. They do
not even have to fix the contract so that only one bidder can bid.
There might be some slip up on one bidder, and therefore it is
best not to have any bidding at all.

The Export Steamship Corporation was the only concern hay-
ing available the vessels and equipment with which to commence
the service within that very brief time. Why, of course, it was

all arranged beforehand. There is not any doubt about it.




1930

It was under these eircumstances that this maximum bid was
made; and I call attention here again to the act itself. It pro-
vides for maximum bids, and the Postmaster General makes
the maximum bid. It gives the rates for maximum bids and the
rate of compensation to be paid, to be fixed by the contract. It
provides that such rates shall not exceed, for vessels of class
7. $1.50 per nautical mile; for vessels of class 6, $2.50 per nau-
tical mile ; for vessels of class b, $4 per nautical mile ; for vessels
of class 4, $6 per nautical mile; for vessels of class 3, $8 per
nautical mile; for vessels of class 2, $10 per nautical mile; and
for vessels of class 1, $12 per nautical mile. I am going to have
somebody who is a real mathematician figure up how much it
cost the United States Government, through the Postmaster
General, to ship those 4 pounds of letters to the Mediterranean
Sea on 66 voyages in one year. I imagine it cost a thousand
times more than the value of all 4 pounds of letters.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McEELLAR. I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. Why not give up our American merchant
marine, then, and send all of our mail by the cheapest possible
route?

Mr. McKELLAR. We are giving up our American merchant
marine when we undertake to subsidize foreign-controlled ships.
We are doing it. We all know we are doing it. The Shipping
Board is undertaking to get it into foreign hands as fast as it is
possible to do so. These vessels are not required to fly the
American flag longer than five years under any circumstances,
and at the end of five years their owners can sell the ships to
foreign companies, and they will be sold to foreign companies.
The only ones we will ever have will be in the coastwise trade
and such ships as we give a subsidy of this kind to. We are not
building up a merchant marine. When we permit, if we do
permit, by this bill the Postmaster General tfo let these contracts,
they will be let to companies like the International Mereantile
Marine, whose vessels are required to be put into British service
in the event of war. They can not be used for any purpose of
our own during the war., They must go under the contract to
the British Government, and we are subsidizing them !

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield tc me
there?

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. CARAWAY. If we had trouble with England, it would
be rather interesting if a ship flying the British flag should be
sinking our merchant marine and yet carrying a subsidy from
us.

Mr. McKELLAR. Why, of course. If it were done quickly,
that actmally would ocecur. I hope to Heaven we may never
have another war of any kind with any nation. I certainly
hope we shall never have one with Great Britain; but, if we
do, the vessels of the International Mercantile Marine are un-
der contract to be put into the British gervice and not into the
American service, and we shall find them manned with guns
and sinking our own merchant vessels, such as we have left.

This company has in fact commenced building four new ves-
sels for this service. It very properly sought a loan from the
construction loan fund in aid of their construction? Yes; they
want some new vessels. Are they going to build them them-
selves? No. Are they going to take any part of this $100,000
to build them? No. Are they going to take any part of the
dividends that they get from the Government contract? No.
They are going to the Government construction fund, and the
Government is going to build their vessels, to be operated by a
subsidy.

The subventions from the Government to this eompany, in-
cluding the price concessions on the vessels sold, are so large
that they will apparently cover all operating differentials and
deficits of the line, the entire cost of the new vessels—including,
therefore, the repayment of the entire loan and interest—a
will have yielded an annual dividend. The company will thus
be presented with four new vessels, in addition to having its
annual deficits underwritten, and an annual dividend substan-
tially assured. If Congress decides on a policy of subsidizing
gelected lines only, the generous treatment accorded to this com-
pany is an apt illustration of the possible results.

Now, Mr. President, I come to the American Line Steamship
Corporation.

Mr., COPELAND. Mr. President, before the Senator leaves
the International, he called in question yesterday what I said
about the interference by President Wilson with the sale of the
ships owned by that company.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes.

Mr. COPELAND. I desire to read to the Senator a very
brief letter, one sentence, written by President Wilson on the
18th of November, 1918:
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DeAr MR, FRANXKLIN: With regard to the sale to the British Govern-
ment of the International Mercantile Marine, may I not request that
no action be taken in the matter until the views of this Government
are fully presented and considered?

Very sincerely yours,
Wooprow WILSON.

Then, following that letter——

Mr. McKELLAR. What is the date of that letter?

Mr. COPELAND. November 18, 1918.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. The war had just closed. It had
been on for nearly two years and conditions were very different.

Mr. COPELAND. The fact is that following this letter of
President Wilson, the Shipping Board—at the instigation, I sup-
pose, of the President—went to the International and made an
offer for these ships, and the offer was accepted; and in the
mﬁeanﬂme the war ended, and the Government went back on its
offer,

I think a plain, ordinary sense of justice on the part of the
American people should make every citizen know that the
International had a raw deal from the Government, and now it
is undertaking, out of profits made by these British ships, to
build American ships, and when the Senator talks about those
American-made -ships afterwards going into foreign hands,
that is absurd, because it costs almost twice as much to build a
ship in an American shipyard as in a British shipyard, or in
any other foreign shipyard. Consequently, no American-made
ship will ever be sold to a foreign nation unless bankruptey faces
the American concern so that it has practically to give away
the ships. ! -

Mr. McEELLAR. Mr. President, in the first place 1 want to
say this about the International Mercantile Marine. There was
a Senate investigation of that concern during the war, if I re-
member correctly, and it was found that even during the war
Great Britain had the right to call on the International Mer-
cantile Marine, under contract, to turn ships over to her for
war purposes or for any other purpose.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield, I
want to say that that is true. He does not have to prove that,
a:d far as I am concerned. I admit that, and that is the case
to-day.

Mr. McEELLAR. Just one moment, I know the Senator
will admit it beeause it has been proved beyond the shadow of
a doubt that those contracts existed then and that such con-
tracts exist now. And here we are asked to pass a bill which
will allow an official of our Government secretly to give sub-
sidies, enormous subsidies, if you please, to this company to
aid it in building up ships which may be turned on our Govern-
ment in time of war.

It is said that we ought to do that beeause President Wilson
asked that these ships not be sold to other countries after the
war. If President Wilson or any other official of the Govern-
ment made a contract with the International Mercantile Ma-
rine—even an equitable contract, even a contract which squinted
at equity—everybody knows that the Congress would repay the
International Mercantile Marine for any loss it might sustain;
but surely such a fact does not warrant the Congress in per-
mitting subsidies to be paid to this institution. So much for
that for the present.

Some suggestion was made yesterday, which I want to clear
up, as to American steamers owned and operated by the Mun-
son Line and foreign steamers operated by that line. The
Munson Line, by the way, is the line in competition with the
Mississippi Co. for the contract in question. It has 31 American
ships——

Mr. COPELAND. Twenty-eight.

Mr. McKELLAR. Twenty-eight American ships, and it has
147 foreign-flag ships.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I know the Senator wants
to be fair. The Munson Line owns 28 American ships——

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes.

Mr, COPELAND. And two foreign ships.
operates from time to time foreign ships.

Mr. McKELLAR. They are sailing under foreign flags; they
have foreign sailors; they are controlled by foreign govern-
ments. They are not under the control of the American Gov-
ernment at all, and there are 147 of them. I am reading from
pages 190, 191, 192, and 193 of the record., so that there can
not be any doubt about it. It is admitted, it is unquestioned,
and there can not be any dosbt about it. Yet the Postmaster
General comes here and says that he can not give this con-
tract to the Mississippi Co., operating out of New Orleans,
because the Munson Line, with 147 foreign-flag ships and 28
American only, and foreign to that extent, is applying for it.

It seems to me that the Postmaster General under the law
should say: “I can not accept a bid from a foreign-controlled

It charters and
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organization of this kind, an organization which is floating 147
foreign flags and only 28 Ameriecan flags, and they in the coast-
wise trade, where it is unlawful to float a foreign flag.”

By the way, while I am about it, T shall read the testimony of
Mr. Munson himself in just a moment. I will turn to it.

Mr. COPELAND. It is on page 64.

Mr. McKELLAR. No; it is a little farther than that, I think,
Mr. Munson himself testified as follows:

My name is Frank C. Munson; president of the Munson Steamship
Line.

I would like to begin by stating, Mr. Chairman, for obvious reasons,
that I nm president of a company which has existed for 54 years with
a 100 per cent American capital and 100 per cent Amerlcan personnel
We are the owners of 26 vessels under the American flag and 3 vessels
under foreign flag, which 3 steamers were built or purchased by our
company with the sole object of learning how the foreigner operates
his ships in as economical and cheap a manner as he does, so that the
American ships which we own and operate might be more efficiently and
better run and thereby better able to compete with the foreign-flag ship.

He does not say a word about the 147 vessels he has char-
tered and owns, to all intents and purposes, all flying foreign
flags. Then he goes on to say:

I believe the prineiples of this bill are sound.

He is talking about the White bill,

As far as we are concerned, we have learned from the foreign-flag
ships now owned methods of operation which have been bheneficial to
all of our pertonnel thr t the company without exception, and we
are ready to sell or to transfer those three vessels to the American flag,
belleving that is what should be the progress of events under the Jones-
White Act and the 1920 act,

I read further from his testimony as found on page 90 of the
House hearings:

Mr. Davis. Mr. Munson, as you suggested, you are operating a service
between New York and the principal ports of the east coast of South
America?

Mr. MuxsoX. Yes.

Mr. Davis. Now, do you not think it would be unfair to you and
unfair to the American merchant marine for the Shipping Board to
come along and grant one or more valuable mail aids to some company,
or some other service, when that same company are and would be per-
mitted to operate foreign-flag ships in competition with your American-
flag ships in that particular trade?

Mr. Muxsox. I do.

The Senator is helping profect the steamship line and Mr.
Munson, and here is Mr. Munson taking an absolutely contrary
position to the one taken by the Senator. He says that if he
has American ships, and if American ships are engaged in this
trade, subsidies should not be granted foreign ships in compe-
tition with such ships.

Mr. COPELAND, Mr. President, will the Senator yield
to me?

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. The Munson Line started with only one
boat, which cost $16,000. It has operated Its line so well that
it now owns 28 American-made vessels, worth $16,000,000. The
Mississippi Line, out of the Gulf, the line which will get this
contract provided the Ransdell bill passes, has vessels which
were built by the Munson Line and requisitioned by the United
States Government during the war, and then sold away from
the Munsons, : '

Mr. McKELLAR. They were paid for them. The United
States Government paid for the ships when they took them and
paid an enormous price, becanse they had to get them at war
prices. That does not make any difference. Let me call the
Senator's attention to what does matter. The Senator is talk-
ing about the great riches the Munson Line have made, and I
say, all honor to them; I am glad for their sunccess. But they
do not need these subsidies. We would not be helping them
build an American merchant marine by giving them these sub-
sidies, but we would just be adding to their already great
wealth., This bill provides for helping the needy in the shipping
business, and not for helping those who are already not only
able to help themselves, but are overflowing with riches, They
are paying splendid dividends. They are doing a splendid busi-
ness. Yet the Senator, by opposing the proposed amendment,
would make it possible for this great line, sailing 150 ships
under foreign flags, to get these bounties to which they are not
entitled.

]M];. COPELAND. Mr, President, will the Senator yield fur-
ther

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. The Senator must kuow this, that in case
the Mississippi Line gets this subvention——
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Mr, McKELLAR. I have no objection under heaven to the
Mississippi Line getting it. If that was what was In this bill
it would be passed by unanimous consent. But that is not what
is in this bill. It is not the purpose of the bill. This bill, the
Senator must know if he has ever put his splendid mind on it,
has not for its purpose the helping of the Mississippi Line,
except as a mere incident. They think it is easier to get what
they want that way. They have a provision here——

Mr. COPELAND. Who are “they” ?

Mr. MCKELLAR. The Postmaster General and the Shipping
Board. They want to get publicity done away with. They
want to be able to let these contracts without the public know-
ing anything about it, to bestow these subsidies. They want to
let them to foreign-controlled companies, as well as to Ameri-
can-controlled companies, and I say that if the Senator will
Jjust induce the Senator from Louisiana to do away with that
provision of this bill, or if he will apply it merely to the Mis-
sissippi Line, he can get it through by unanimous consent. But
when he undertakes virtually to repeal the subsidy act, which
has already been passed, except that which authorizes the ap-
propriation of the money, taking away all the safeguards from
it, then I can not go with him,

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield,
the purpose of this bill is to permit an American-owned concern
down in New Orleans to operate some American ships. That is
what it is for,

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no.

Mr. COPELAND. If this bill is not passed, the Munson Line
will get this subsidy, because the law makes it necessary for
the Postmaster General to give it to them. So the Senator from
Tennessee is here laboring day after day to defeat this Ameri-
can line down in New Orleans in order that the line from my
Staté will get the contract; and, of course, I hope they will get
the contract, although I have said that I am willing to vote for
the White bill,

Mr. McKELLAR. Is there a single word in this bill about
the Mississippi Co.? Is there a suggestion about the Missis-
sippi Co. in this bill? All this does is to let down the bars
to the Postmaster General and the Shipping Board to do away
with advertising, to do away with publicity, and allow the Post-
master General to grant these subsidies on lowest bids, or high-
est bids, or any other bids he sees fit to accept coming within
{:)tiwi. maximum limits of the law. That is the purpose of the

1

I know the Senator from Louisiana expects to get the Post-
master General to exercise his discretion and give the Missis-
sippi Co. this contract, but it will depend entirely upon the
Postmaster General if we pass this bill. There is nothing in
the bill that would help the Mississippi Line. There is nothing
in the bill that would force the Postmaster General to give the
Mississippi Co. this contract. I am perfectly willing, and I
have so stated a dozen times on this floor, to join in any leg-
islation that will give that contract to the Mississippi Co.,
because it seems to me that under the facts stated they are
entitled to it.

But in order to get it, what price are we paying for it? We
are throwing the bars down and arranging that the Postmaster
General and the Shipping Board can give these subsidies to
whomsoever they please, secretly, without any publicity, with-
out the American people knowing about where their money is
going, the only minimum being the maximum limit stated in
the bill. It ought to be so plain and clear that no Senator could
possibly vote the other way,

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Couzens in the chair).
Does the Senator from Tennessee yield to the Senator from
New York?

gMr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. The Postmaster General himself has been
before the committee. He has made it perfectly clear to us that
under the law as it is he must give this contract to the lowest
bidder.

Mr. McKELLAR. He already has the bid, and has had it for
a long time. If he must do that under the law, why is he
violating the law as he is? Why does he not carry out the
law?

Mr. COPELAND. Because under another section of the law,
by reason of a conflict, the local people must be given first
consideration.

Mr, McKELLAR. Why not do it then? Anybody in the
world who would look at that contract and who wanted to do
the right thing must know it is their bid. The only thing in
the Mississippi business is that it is nsed as a buffer to get the
law amended so as to satisfy the purposes of the Shipping
Board and the Postmaster General in giving these subsidies.
We might as well be frank about the matter. Previously there
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were some strings attached to it. We had to have publication,
and while they made publication, they did it very adroitly, as
was shown by the investigations, whereby the only company
that could bid is the company to which they want to give the
contract; and yet even that is too much publicity and they
want to have it secretly done.

1 want to read again how the present owner of the Munson
Line, I think the chief owner, if T am correctly informed, views
thig situation and differs from the two Senators now before me,
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Ransperr] and the Senator
from New York [Mr. COPELAND].

Mr. Davis. Mr. Munson, as you suggested, you are operating a service
between New York and the prineipal ports of the east coast of South
America ?

Mr. MuxsoN. Yes,

Mr. Davis. Now, do you not think it would be unfair to you and
anfair to the American merchant marine for the Shipping Board to
come along and grant one or more valuable mail aids to some company
or some other service when that same company is and would be per-
mitted to operate foreign-flag ships in competition with your American-
flag ships in that particular trade?

Mr. Muxnson. I do.

He thinks it is unfair. If Mr. Munson himself thinks it is
unfair, how carthe Senator from Lonisiana object to a provi-
gion in the bill which declares it unfair?

Mr. Davis. You do not think we ought to do that, do you?

Mr. Muxsoxs. I do not; no.

Mr. Davis. And, of course, if it would not be right in your case it
would not be right in anybody’s case?

Mr. Muxsox. No; not in any case.

Mr. Davis. Now, you understand, of course, this bill is restricted to
the operation of forelgn-flag ships in competition with American-flag
ships?

Mr. MunsoN, I do.

I commend this testimony of Mr. Munson to the Senate, I do
not see how he could have answered the question in any other
way. If we were to put the Senator from New York [Mr. Core-
LAND] and the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. RaNspELL] on the
stand and ask the same question, they would be obliged to
answer in the same way ; yet when they vote against my amend-
ment they will be voting directly contrary to this testimony and
contrary to what their own testimony would be if they should
testify.

Mr. Davis. And, of course, you or any other American operator who
now has or shall receive a mail contract could still operate foreign-flag
ships anywhere he wanted to, so far as this bill is concerned, so long
as they did not compete with American-flag ships owned by other
American citizens.

Mr. MuxsoN. 1 do understand that.

Mr. Davis. And referring to the Cuban trade, there are American-flag
ships operating in that trade?

Mr. MunsoN. There are.

Mr. Davis, If there are not, why, the law does not apply; the law
places no ban on them. Now, so far as the three small ships under
foreign flags which you own, of course you could transfer those to
American registry any day you wanted to?

Mr, Muxsoxn., Yes, sir.

Mr. Davis. Granting, of course, that they would not be eligible, even
under the present law, for the transportation of the United States mail
under a mail contract?

Mr. MuNsox. No; they would not.

Those which are not eligible for mail contracts operate under
a foreign flag.

Mr. Davis. But otherwise you could transfer them to American regis-
try and operate them just as they are operated now?

Mr. Muwssox. I onderstand that.

Mr. Davis. Or anywhere else you wanted to?

Mr, Muxsox. Yes, sir,

Mr. President, I next come to the statement of Mr. Doswell.
Here are the kinds of ships to which the Postmaster General
is now giving contracts:

Mr, DoswerL. The picture is this: That if we were not in the com-
mon-carrier business we would go out and get the cheapest hooker we
could find and handle the banana business, but this service enables us
to operate a better common-carrier business than we could get in the
other way if we did not have the banana business.

Mr. REip. And your banana business ig profitable in itself?

Mr., DosweELL, Yes; and the steamship business is profitable or we
would not be in it.

Mr. REm. So both are profitable?

Mr. DosweLL. Naturally.
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Mr. REmp. And whatever money you make out of stores, that makes
you money, and, in the language of the street, that is gravy?

Mr, DosweLL., No.

Mr. Rewp. You would run your lines anyhow ?

Mr. DosweLL., Yes; but we would not run the same type of service.
The Norwegians will bring bananas up here to a certain extent.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Then that brings us down to the milk in the coconut.
As a matter of faet, your shipping operations are profitable, are they
not ?

Mr. DosweLL, They have been so.

Mr. ABERNETHY. And you do not need Godernment aid?

Mr. DoswgLL. To build ships in this country we would need Govern--
ment aid.

They get that under another clause.

Mr. ABERNETHY, Not to run your business at a profit,

Mr. DosweLL, Let me state again, as a cold business proposition; ltl
you ean do your business with a ship that costs $1,000,000, would you
go somewhere else and pay a million and a half for a ship?

Mr. ABERNETHY. I want to be fair to you.

Mr. DosweLL. I think you do.

Mr. AperxeTHY. I want to say I am more disposed toward you than
some other members of the commitiee.

Mr. Rem. You do not mean to say I am indisposed toward him, do
you?

Mr. ABERNETHY. No; not that.

Mr. REm, 1 am friendly with him.

Mr. ApgrxeTHY. Certainly.

Mr. REmp. But he can not tell it from my conversation.

Mr. ABERNETHY. But the point I want to make clear is that your ship
operations are profitable to the company at the present time?

Mr. DoswgLL. Yes, sir.

Mr, ABerNETHY, And you do not need Government aid to eonduct
that, do you?

Mr. DosSWELL, We have been successful so far without Government
aid.

And yet this is the kind of a shipping concern to which we are
called upon to pay millions of the people's money in the way of
a subsidy.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to
enable me to make the point of no quorum?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Tennessee
yield to the Senator from Maryland for that purpose?

Mr. McKELLAR. 1 yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. I suggest the absence of a quornm.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll twice, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Ashurst Frazier MecMaster Sheppard
Barkley Gillett MeNa Smoot
Black Glenn Meteal Sullivan
Blaine Greene Norris Tydings
Borah Hastings Nrye Vandenberg
Bratton Hedlin Overman Wagner
Capper Howell ine Waleott
Connally Jahnson Rangdell Walsh, Mont,
Copeland Jones Robinson, Ark, Watson
Couzens Keyes Raobinson, Ind.

Catting La Follette Robsion, Ky.

Deneen McKellar Schall

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NYE in the chair). Forty-
five Senators having answered to their names, a quorum is not
present.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I had hoped we could develop
a quorum and conclude the debate upon the pending unfinished
business. Unless the Senator from Tennessee has concluded his
remarks——

Mr. McKELLAR. No; I have not; and there will be some
other speeches on the bill.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I think it would be impossible to con-
clude the consideration of the bill to-night.

Mr. MocKELLAR. It would be absolutely impossible.

Mr. McNARY. I inquire if the Senator from Louisiana has
concluded his remarks?

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I will say that many Sena-
tors have appeared since the roll was called the first time.
They are in the room now.

Mr. MocNARY. I should like to go forward until § o'clock, if
we could develop a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will hold that no
debate is in order while a quorum is being awaited.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Regular order!

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. McNARY. How many are lacking to constitute a

uworum ?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four are lacking.
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Mr. McNARY. And there have been two roll calls,
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There have been two roll calls.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, it seems Impossible to go for-
ward, and so I move that the Senate adjourn until 12 o'clock
to-morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o'clock and 20 minutes
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Wednesday, May
28, 1930, at 12 o'clock meridian.

4
NOMINATIONS
Executive nominaiions received by the Senate May 27 (legisla-
tive day of May 26), 1930
PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY

Midshipman Oakleigh W. Robinson to be an ensign in the

Navy, from the 5th day of June, 1930.
POSTMABTERS
ARKANSAS

William I. Fish to be postmaster at Dumas, Ark,, in place of
W. J. Rice, deceased.

Iszaac J. Morris to be postmaster at Mountain Home, Ark.,, in
place of I. J. Morris. Incumbent's commission expires June 12,
1930.

Raobert P. Jorden to be postmaster at Norman, Ark., in place
of R. P. Jorden. Incumbent’s commission expires June 14, 1930.

Lela L. Henderson to be postmaster at Waldron, Ark., in place
of L. L. Henderson. Incumbent’s commission expired May 12,
1930.

CALIFOENIA

Robert G. Isaacs to be postmaster at Montague, Calif., in place
of R. G. Isaacs. Incumbent's commission expires June 3, 1930.
Frank C. Pollard to be postmaster at Yreka, Calif.,, in place
of F. C. Pollard. Incumbent’s commission expires June 3, 1930.

CONNECTICUT

Elbert W. Scobie to be postmaster at Orange, Conn., in place
of H. W. Scobie, Incumbent's commission expired December 16,
1929,

GEORGIA

James W. Long to be postmaster at Ashburn, Ga., in place of
J. W. Long. Incumbent’s commission expired May 20, 1930.

George W, McKnight to be postmaster at Camilla, Ga., in
place of G. W. McKnight. Incumbent's commission expired
March 3, 1929,

Leila W. Maxwell to be postmaster at Danville, Ga., in place
of L. W. Maxwell. Incumbent's commission expired December
18, 1929,

Hugh C. Register to be postinaster at Hahira, Ga., in place
of H. C. Register. Incumbent’s commission expired December
14, 1929,

Bell Bayless to be postmaster at Kingston, Ga., in place of
G. B. Hulme. Incumbent’s commission expired January 8, 1929,

Venter B. Godwin to be postmaster at Lenox, Ga., in place
of V. B. Godwin. Incumbent’s commission expired December 14,
1929,

John H. Jones to be postmaster at Lula, Ga., in place of J. E.
Jones. Incumbent’s commission expired December 14, 1929,

Sarah K. Scovill to be postmaster at Oglethorpe, Ga., in place
of S. K. Scovill. Incumbent’s commission expired May 7, 1930.

Gertie B. Gibbs to be postmaster at Ty Ty, Ga., in place of
M. D, Thompson. Incumbent’s commission expired December
10, 1928.

John W. Westbrook to be postmaster at Winder, Ga., in place
of J. W. Westbrook. Incumbent's commission expired May 17,
1930, 7

Daniel M. Proctor to be postmaster at Woodbine, Ga., in place
of D. M. Proctor. Incumbent’s commrission expired December
14, 1929.

William H. Flanders to be postmaster at Swainsboro, Ga., in
place of W. H. Flanders. Incumbent’s commission expired De-
cember 18, 1929,

HAWAIIL

Manuel S. Botelho to be postmaster at Honokaa, Hawaii, in
place of M. 8. Botelho. Incumbent’'s comnrission expired March
22, 1930.

IDAHO -

Paul Bulflnch to be postmaster at Amrerican Falls, Idaho, in
place of Paul Bulfinch, Incumbent’s commission expired Janu-
ary 8, 1930.

ILLINOIS

Helen N. Haugh to be postmaster at Atkinson, Ill, in place
of H. N. Haugh. Incumbent's commission expires June 3, 1930.

Harold M. Brown to be postmaster at Brownstown, Ill., in
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place of H. M. Brown. Incumbent’s commission expired De-
cember 18, 1929,
Henry Snow to be postmaster at Maquon, Ill., in place of
Henry Snow. Incumbent's commission expired May 18, 1930.
Harry B. Metcalf to be postmaster at Normal, Ill, in place of
E. L. Buck. Incumbent's commission expired January 7, 1930.

INDIANA

Jesse B. Greene to be postmaster at Daleville, Ind., in place
of R. 21;1 Shroyer. Incumbent's commission expired December
15, 1929,

Roy M. Nading to be postnmster at Flat Rock, Ind., in place
of R. M. Nading. Incumbent's commission expired December
15, 1929,

Percie M. Bridenthrall to be postmaster at Leesburg, Ind., in
place of P. M. Bridenthrall. Incumbent’'s commission expired
May 26, 1930.

Charles 8. Dudley to be postmaster at Lewisville, Ind., in
place of C. 8. Dudley. Incumbent’s commission expired Febru-
ary 23, 1930.

William 8. Matthews to be postnraster at North Vernon, Ind.,
in place of W. 8. Matthews. Incumbent’s commission expired
May 26, 1930.

Othor Wood to be postmaster at Waldron, Ind., in place of
Othor Wood. Incumbent’s commission expired March 25, 1930.

KENTUCKY

Iley G. Nance to be postmaster at Slaughters, Ky., in place of
I. G. Nance. Incumbent's commission expired February 26,
1930.

MARYLAND

Charles D. Routzahn to be postmaster at Mount Airy, Md.,
in place of C. D. Routzahn. Incumbent's commission expired
March 5, 1930.

Harry Bodein to be postmaster at Perry Point, Md., in place
of Harry Bodein. Incumbent’s commission expired January 26,
1930.

Edward M. Tenney to be postmaster at Hagerstown, Md., in
place of E. M. Tenney. Incumbent’s commission expires June
23, 1930.

Alice 0. Widmeyer to be postmaster at Hancock, Md., in place
of A. C. Widmeyer. Incumbent's commission expired April 3,
1930.

MICHIGAN

Lewis E. Kephart to be postmaster at Berrien Springs, Mich.,
in place of L. E. Kephart. Incumbent's commission expired
April 5, 1930.

Bert E. Van Auken to be postmaster at Morley, Mich,, in
place of E. L. King, resigned.

MINNESOTA

Earl D. Cross to be postmaster at St. Cloud, Minn., in place
of B, D. Cross. Incumbent’s commission expires June 24, 1930.

MISSISEIPPI

Roy F. Bonds to be postmaster at Booneville, Miss,, in place
of G. H. Holley. Incumbent's commission expired March 2,
1930,

Leonard C. Gibson to be postmaster at Crawford, Miss., in
place of L. C. Gibson. Incumbent's commission expired Decem-
ber 15, 1929.

Emmett L. Vanlandingham to be postmaster at MecCool, Miss.,
in place of E. L. Vanlandingham. Incumbent's commission ex-
pired February 16, 1929,

Charles A. Barnette to be postmaster at Silver Creek, Miss.,
in place of B. M. Berry. Incumbent's commission expired De-
cember 15, 1929,

MISSOURI

Fred W. Niedermeyer to be postmaster at Columbia, Mo., in
place of P. 8. Woods. Incumbent’s commission expired Janu-
ary 28, 1930.

Charles Updyke to be postmaster at Frankford, Mo., in place
of R. G. Teague, resigned.

Alice N. Ferguson to be postmaster at Poplar Bluff, Mo., in
place of B. B, Whitworth. Incumbent’s commission expired De-
cember 18, 1929.

NEBRASKA

Ray H. Surber to be postmaster at Davenport, Nebr., in place
of R. H. Surber, Incumbent’s commission expired April 28,
1930.

Marguerite R. Tiehen to be postmaster at Dawson, Nebr., in
place of M. R. Tiehen. Incumbent’s commission expired May B,
1930.

Mabel Schantz to be postmaster at Fort Crook, Nebr., in place
of M. E. Rushart, deceased.




1930

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Charles D. Grant to be postmaster at Wolfeboro, N. H., in

place of A, W. Eaton, resigned.
NEW JERSEY

Melvin H. Roberson to be postmaster at Annandale, N. J,, in
place of M. H. Roberson. Incumbent’s commission expired
May 17, 1930.

John D. Hall to be pestmaster at Clinton, N. J., in place of
G. A. Hall, deceased.

NEW MEXICO

Effie C. Thatcher to be postmaster at Chama, N. Mex., in
place of E. C. Thatcher. Incumbent’'s commission expired
April 9, 1930.

NEW YORK

Walter E. Steves to be postmaster at New Rochelle, N. Y.,
in place of W. HE. Steves. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 22, 1930.

Eugene H. Ireland to be postmaster at Palatine Bridge, N. Y.,
in place of E H. Ireland. Incumbent's commission expired
May 14, 1930. .

Lottie Allen to be postmaster at Perrysburg, N. Y., in place
of Lottie Allen. Incumbent’s commission expired February
4, 1930.

0HIO

Roy G. Sutherin to be postmaster at East Palestine, Ohio,
in place of R. G. Sutherin. Incumbent's commission expired
February 23, 1930.

John W. Switzer to be postmaster at Ohio City, Ohio, in place
oth. W. Switzer. Incumbent’s commission expires June 14,
1930,

Francis M. Birdsall to be postmaster at Hicksville, Ohio, in
place of R, B. Birdsall, resigned.

OKLAHOMA

Oliver T. Robinson to be postmaster at Britton, Okla., in
place of O. T. Robinson. Incumbent’s commission expired Janu-
ary 21, 1930.

Ida White to be postmaster at Konawa, Okla., in place of Ida
White. Incumbent’s commission expired April 13, 1930.

OREGON

Ralph H. Hanna to be postmaster at Beaverton, Oreg., in
place of W. L. Cady, removed.

Ethel N. Hverson to be postmaster at Creswell, Oreg., in
place of E. N. Everson. Incumbent’s commission expired Febru-
ary 6, 1930.

Paris D. Smith to be postmaster at Nyssa, Oreg., in place of
E_EQT. Leigh. Incumbent’'s commission expired December 21,
1929,

PENNSYLVANIA

Julia A. Ernest to be postmaster at Beavertown, Pa. in
place na.’ J. A, Hronest. Incumbent's commission expired April
13, 1930.

Emma Zanders to be postmaster at Mauch Chunk, Pa., in
place of Emma Zanders. Incumbent’s commission expires June
3, 19830.

Miabel M., Myer to be postmaster at Ronks, Pa,, in place of
M. M. Myer. Incumbent’s commission expired May 4, 1930,

Johanna Priester to be postmaster at Wheatland, Pa., in place
%3 .Lohanna Priester. Incumbent’s commission expires June 10,

BOUTH CAROLINA

Ollie W. Bowers to be postmaster at Central, 8. C,, in place

of O. W. Bowers. Incumbent's commission expires June 8, 1930.

S0UTH DAEKOTA

Richard BE. Scadden to be postmaster at White, 8. Dak., in
place of R. H. Scadden. Incumbent’s commission expired May
4, 1930.

TENNESSEE

Emmett V. Foster to be postmaster at Culleoka, Tenn., in
place of H. V. Foster. Incumbent’s commission expired March
1, 1930.

TEXAS

Nora H. Kelly to be postmaster at Lockhart, Tex., in place
of N. H. Kelly. Incumbent’s commission expired May 12, 1930.

Charles C. Eppright to be postmaster at Manor, Tex., in
place of C. C. Eppright. Incumbent’s commission expired
April 28, 1930.

William F. Borgstedte to be postmaster at Washington, Tex.
Office became presidential July 1, 1929,

Mayo McBride to be postmaster at Woodville, Tex., in place
;)féaadayo MecBride. Incumbent's commission expires June 12,
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Marion C. White to be postmaster at Cavendish, Vt, in place
of M. C. White. Incumbent’s commission expires June 16, 1930.
VIRGINIA

Rosalie H. Mahone to be postmaster at Amherst, Va., in
f_:]gac;a 93; P. H. Smith. Incumbent’s commission expired March
G !

Thomas L. Woolfolk to be postmaster at Louisa, Va., in place
(1:533 L. Woolfolk. Incumbent’s commission expired April 1,
WEST VIRGINIA

William C. Bishop to be postmaster at Searbro, W. Va., in
place of W. C. Bishop. Incumbent's commission expired Decem-
ber 17, 1929,

Delta D. Buck to be postmaster at Sistersville, W. Va., in
%1;:1339 of D. D. Buck. Incumbent’s commission expired May 12,
WISCONSIN

Lloyd A. Hendrickson to be postmaster at Blanchardville,
Wis,, in place of L. A. Hendrickson., Incumbent’s commission
expires June 23, 1930,

Burton H. McCoy to be postmaster at Prairie du Sac, Wis,,
i2|i pllg.gg of B. B, McCoy. Incumbent's commission expires June

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuorspax, May 27, 1930

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

Infinite Love, so pure and boundless, we thank Thee that we
are the ungrown children of Thy earthly household, looking
upon ourselves as plants in the garden of our Lord. Bless us
with the sense of things unseen, eternal, immutable, and more
and more admit us into mysteries of Thy kingdom. O Spirit
of Christ, dwell in our homes, the divine unit of society. where
the soul develops its powers and learns to use its vision. O
dwell in every heart, the ultimate shrine and temple of God.
Make manifest in motherly arms Thy watchful ecare for every
child and every hearthstone. As guardians of truth, honor, and
purity, lead us on to the highest accomplishments of our spir-
itual natures. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, its principal clerk,
announced that the Senate had passed without amendment bills,
a joint resolution, and a concurrent resolution of the House of
the following titles:

H.R.9412. An act to provide for a memorial to Theodore
Roosevelt for his leadership in the cause of forest conservation;

H. R. 9804. An act to amend the World War adjusted compen-
sation aect, as amended, by extending the time within which
applications for benefits thereunder may be filed, and for other
PUrposes ;

H. R. 11433. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to pro-
vide for the acquisition of certain property in the Distriet of
Columbia for the Library of Congress, and for other purposes,”
approved May 21, 1928, relating to the condemnation of land;

H. J. Res. 328, Joint resolution authorizing the immediate ap-
propriation of certain amounts authorized to be appropriated by
the settlement of war claims act of 1928; and

H. Con. Res. 34. Concurrent resolution requesting the Presi-
dent to return to the House of Representatives the bill (H. R.
3975) entitled “An act to amend sections 726 and 727 of title 18,
United States Code, with reference to Federal probation officers,
and to add a new section thereto.”

The message also announced that the Senate had passed, with
amendments in which the concurrence of the House is requested,
a bill of the House of the following title:

H.R.6. An act to amend the definition of oleomargarine con-
tained in the act entitled “An act defining butter, also imposing
a tax upon and regulating the manufacture, =ale, importation,
and exportation of oleomargarine,” approved August 2, 1886, as
amended.

The message also announced that the Senate insists upon its
amendments to the bill (H. R. 10175) entitled “An act to amend
an act entitled ‘ An act to provide for the promotion of voca-
tional rehabilitation of persons disabled in industry or other-
wise and their return to civil employment,’ approved June 2,
1920, as amended,” disagreed to by the House; agrees to the
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conference asked by the House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. MercaLr, Mr. CouzENs,
and Mr. WarsH of Massachusetts to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

TO SUPPLY A DEFICIENCY IN APPROPRIATIONS FOR EMPLOYEES'

COMPENBATION FUND

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of House Joint Resolution 346, to supply
a deficiency in the appropriation for the employees’ compensa-
tion fund for the fiscal year 1930.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the joint resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

House Joint Resolution 346

Jolot resolution to supply a deficiency in the appropriation for the
employees’ compensation fund for the fiscal year 1930

Resolved, ete., That there is hereby appropriated, out of any money
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $400,000 to
supply a deficlency in the employees’ compensation fund for the fiscal
year 1930 and prior fiscal years, including the payment of compensation
and all other ohjects of expenditure provided for under this head in the
independent offices appropriation act for the fiscal year 1930,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. GARNER. Reserving the right to object, as I under-
stand the request made by the gentleman from Indiana, it is
an t:mergeucy matter and can not wait for the general deficiency
bill?

Mr. WOOD. That is the fact.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table,

GERAND ARMY OF THE REPUBLIC MEMORIAL DAY CORPORATION

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of the joint resolution making appropria-
tions for the Grand Army cf the Republic Memorial Day Cor-
poration for use on May 30, 1930.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the House joint reso-
lution.

The Clerk read as follows:

House Joint Resolution 349
House joint resolution making an appropriation to the Grand Army of
the Republic Memorial Day Corporation for use on May 30, 1930

Resolved, ete., That the sum of §2,600 is hereby appropriated, out of
any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the use of
the Grand Army of the Republic Memorial Day Corporation to aid in its
Memorial Day services, May 30, 1980, and in the decoration of the
graves of the Union soldiers, sailors, and marines in the national ceme-
teries in the District of Columbia and in the Arlington National Ceme-
tery, Va., to be paid to the treasurer of such corporation and dis-
bursed by him in accordance with the act approved May 19, 1930,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The House joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and
read a third time, was read the third time, and passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table.

EXPENSES OF THE MARINE BAND

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of House Joint Resolution 330, to provide
funds for payment of the expenses of the Marine Band, attend-
ing the Fortieth Annual Confederate Veterans' Reunion.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

House Joint Resolution 350

House joint resolution to provide funds for payment of the expenses
of the Marine Band in attending the Fortieth Annual Confederate
Yeterans' Reunion
Resolved, ete., That the appropriation * General expenses, Marine

Corps, 1930, is hereby made available to the extent of not to exceed

$7,600, for payment of the expenses of the United States Marine Band

in attending the Fortieth Annual Confederate Veterans’ Reunion to be
held at Biloxi, Miss., June 3 to 6, inclusive, 1980, as authorized by the

ast approved May 12, 1930, 3
The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The House joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and
read a third time, was read the third time, and passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table.

BIXTH PAN AMERICAN CHILD CONGRESS

Mrs, OWEN, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speaker’s table the House Joint Resolution 270, author-
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izing an appropriation to defray the expenses of the participa-
tion of the Government in the Sixth Pan American Child Con-
gress, to be held at Lima, Peru, July, 1930, with a Senate
amendment, and to concur in the Senate amendment.

’Ii‘!hfl Clerk read the title to the bill and the Senate amendment,
as follows:

Page 1, line 9, after “ subsistence,” insert “ notwithstanding the pro-
visions of any other act.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Reserving the right to object, that lan-
guage was stricken out in the House?

Mrs. OWEN. It was reported as a Senate amendment,

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes; the Senate put in the language that
was stricken out. For the present, Mr. Speaker, I object.

HOLABIRD QUARTERMASTER DEPOT MILITARY RESERVATION

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
for the present consideration of the bill (H. R. 9280) to author-
ize the Secretary of War to grant a right of way for street pur-
poses upon and across the Holabird Quartermaster Depot Mili-
tary Reservation, in the State of Maryland.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H. R. 9280
A bill to authorize the Secretary of War to grant a right of way for
street purposes upon and across the Holabird Quartermaster Depot

Military Reservation, in the State of Maryland.

Be it enacted, etc.,, That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby,
anthorized to grant an easement for a right of way to the city of Balti-
more, State of Maryland, to improve, widen, and maintain Twenty-
seventh Street, to be known as Cornwall Street, on the Holabird Quar-
termaster Depot Military Reservation, Md., on such terms and condi-
tions as the Secretary of War may prescribe: Provided, That the con-
struction and maintenance of said thoroughfare shall be without ex-
pense to the United States, and whenever the lands within said right
of way shall cense to be used for street or highway purposes, they
shall revert to the United States,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Maryland?

Mr. GARNER. Reserving the right to object, as I under-
stand, this is a unanimous report from the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

Mr. LINTHICUM. It is.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my remarks in the Recorp upon the subject of
old-age pensions, and incorporate therewith an article appear-
ing in the New Republic entitled “ Freedom for the Aged.”

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maryland asks unani-
mons consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp and to in-
clude therewith an article from the New Republic. Is there
objection?

Mr, UNDERHILL, Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, I shall object so far as the latter part of the request is
concerned. I do not object to the gentleman's own remarks,

Mr. LAGUARDIA, The gentleman from Maryland ought to
know that the New Republic would shock our colleague from
Massachusetts.

Mr. UNDERHILL. It does not make any difference whether
it is the New Republic or the old Republic. I make no distine-
tion. It is an imposition upon the taxpayers and the public gen-
erally to have articles unrelated to Congress published in the
ConarESSIONAL REcoep. 1 object.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Maryland desire
to extend his own remarks and not include the article?

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. No; I do not.

THE FEDERAL FARM BOARD

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for five minutes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks unanimous
n;ms;-nt to address the House for five minutes. Is there objec-
tion

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, we
have a full day’s program before us, and unless the gentleman’s
remarks are to be very short, I feel that I should ask him to
postpone it until some other time.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I am compelled to leave for Texas day
after to-morrow, and this will probably be the last opportunity.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.
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Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr, Speaker and gentlemen of the House,
I hold in my hand a resolution adopted by the Navasota Cham-
ber of Commerce in Texas. Navasota is a city of probably not
more than 6,000 inhabitants and is in the heart of the Cotton
Belt of my State. This resolution condemns in the severest
language the farm relief act which we passed in June, and it
condemns in the severest language the operations of the Farm
Board and demands a repeal of the farm relief act. I shall not
take the time to read the resolution; it is too long; but let me
call the attention of my colleagues to the fact that this act was
approved June 15, 1929, and that it was a month later before
the board was appointed and organized. 1 feel that these
criticisms are entirely too premature. [Applause.]

That board ought to have time, and it ought to have the
instrumentalities furnished to it that it can ascertain and
get clear ideas of the problems confronting it. Here is a great
act of Congress creating a board to undertake one of the most
difficult problems that ever confronted the American people, and
in less than a year from the time of the passage of the act the
board is severely condemned and a repeal of the act demanded
by this organization in the heart of the Cotton Belt. * Father,
forgive them, for they know not what they do.”

It will be recalled that in the last deficiency appropriation
bill we carried an appropriation of $100,000,000 to add to the
$150,000,000 revolving fund of the Farm Board. This was in
the form of a Senate amendment. There were no hearings in
the Senate. The matter came to the House, and the deficiency
subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations conducted
some hearings upon it. The hearings have never been printed ;
they are in manuseript form. For the information of the House
I will say that I have gone over the hearings, and I am about
to give you some figures of what the Farm Board has loaned on
different commodities.

Cotton leads the list. The Farm Board has committed itself
to the cotton cooperators in the sum of $50,548,000. It has com-
mitted itself to wheat and other grains in the sumr of $48.-
515,000 ; on fruits and canned goods, $11,244.000; on livestock,
$8,600,000; on wool, $5,885,000; on the dairy industry, $7,157,-
000; on miscellaneous, such as beans, honey, potatoes, rice, to-
bacco, feed, and so forth, $1,431,000, making a total of commit-
ments of $132,880,000. The original appropriation from which
this money is derived is $150,000,000, and deduecting the $132-
880,000 from that, there is left $17,120,000 of the original ap-
propriation. There has been paid back on money loaned into
the revolving fund $6,000,000. Further payments are expected
in the next three months of $10,000,000, making the available
balance in the Treasury appropriated $33,120,000. Add to this
the appropriation of $100,000,000 we made in the last deflelency
appropriation bill and there remains $133,120,000 now available
for future ecommitment or loans.

By going over that hearing I have ascertained that the Farm
Board expects within the next six months to approve applica-
tions for loans, commodity loans principally, aggregating $50,-
000,000 on all commodities except cotton and wheat, and on
‘cotton and wheat they expect commitments of $100,000,000.
“This makes $150,000,000 that they expect to be called upon to
loan in the next six months. To meet that $150,000,000 we have
available $133,120,000, which would leave them a deficiency of
$16,880,000 if they supplied the demands. [Applause.]

The original act, approved June 15, 1929, authorized an appro-
priation of $500,000,000 as a revolving fund for the above pur-
poses. We have actually appropriated $250,000,000 of that
amount, which leaves a balance of $250,000,000 authorized and
not yet appropriated. This, in my judgment, will be ample to
meet any future crisis.

The primary purpose of the farm relief act was to organize,
in commodity groups, the farmers of the United States so that
‘they could act collectively in the disposition of their products,
to stabilize the market prices of agricultural products, and pre-
vent wide fluctuations in prices, which is and has always been
the fertile field for the operation of the speculators.

The crisis as to whether or not the farm relief act and the
Farm Board will be a success or failure will shortly be deter-
mined. To illustrate, during the preceding months of this year
some Interests other than the cotton farmers or cotton coopera-
tive associations undertook to force the price of cotton down by
selling the future market of May and July to the extent of
practically 2,000,000 bales of cotton in order that they might
depress the market for those months and carry the future
months down with them, hoping to force the price of cottomn
during October, November, and December, when the farmer has
to sell, down below the cost of produetion and then purchase
future contracts for those months at a lower price and in a
greater quantity than the same interests had sold the May and
July contracts for, and thus reap an enormous profit at the
expense of the producers of cotton,
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As soon as this selling of future contracts for May and July
by the outside interests got under headway the price of cot-
ton commenced to drop and continued to go down until thé
cotton cooperatives and the Farm Board took a hand in the
game. Yes, this contemplated scheme of these outside interests
met with a big surprise. The cotton cooperative associations
took advantage of the farm relief act, arranged with the Farm
Board to borrow $50,548.000, at not exceeding 4 per cent inter-
est. Then they entered the future market and bought the future
contracts being offered for sale by these outside interests, and
when the contracts mature they demand delivery of the actual
cotton, with the purpese and intention of locking up the ware-
house, throwing the key away, and withdrawing the cotton
from the market until such time as it will gradually be absorbed
by the market.

Thus, for the first time in history, a real battle is being
waged between cotton speculators on the one hand and the cot-
ton cooperative associations, backed by the Farm Board, on the
other hand.

If the cotton cooperative associations and the Farm Board
stand together and live up to the purpose and intention of the
farm relief act, they will win and the farm relief act will prove
a blessing to agriculture thronghout the Union.

If, on the other hand, the Farm Relief Board should weaken,
and I do mnot believe it will, and force the cooperatives by
withdrawing their committed loans or by demanding payment
of those already made to dump this three to six hundred thou-
sand bales upon the market, breaking the market and sending
the price of cotton lower than it has been since the war, then
the farm relief act will become a failure and a farce, as this
battle royal by the cooperative cotton associations and the Farm
Board to prevent special interests from controlling the cotton
market will be typical in every other primary agricultural
product.

Let us hope and pray that the cooperative associations and
the Farm Board win a signal victory, to the end that hereafter
no selfish interests shall dominate, control, straddle, or manipu-
late the market of cotton or any other agricultural product.

BEECLAMATION AND CONBERVATION OF OUR NATURAL RESOURCES

On the 30th day of January, 1930, I introduced H. R. 9335,
reclamation through irrigation, through drainage, and through
flood prevention of vast areas of land mow subject to flood,
drought, and swampy condition.

This bill provides that the Department of the Interior shall
accept the bonds of any solvent improvement distriet at face
value covering the cost of construction without interest, and
constroct the improvements or have them constructed under
contract.

For many years the Federal Government has been construct-
ing vast itrigation projects in the West out of Government funds
for the benefit of the western farmer in public-land States,
and collecting in rentals only the principal, cost of construction,
that is, not charging any interest.

This bill of mine merely gives to the other States the same
service that has been bestowed upon publicland States for
many years, and places it within the power of the citizens of
nonpublic-land States to reclaim their bottom lands from the
ravages of the floods, from drought and swampy conditions, upon
the same terms and conditions that the publie-land States have
enjoyed for many years.

More than 75 per cent of the land reclaimed in the publiec-
land States under Government irrigation projects is privately
owned. If the Government reclaims land for the private citizen
of public-land States, without charging interest for the cost of
the improvements, there is no reason why it should not reclaim
privately owned land for the people of Texas and all other
States upon the same terms. This bill, when passed, will con-
stitute a national reclamation and conservation policy for the
entire country.

First step in progressive program to place the quality and
production of cotton upon scientific basis, so that the cotton
produced will have the greatest possible spinnable value, to the
end that American cotton will be demanded in preference to
cotton produced in any other country.

On the 21st day of February, 1930, I introduced House bill
10173, authorizing the Secretary of Agriculture to establish and
maintain experimental plants and laboratories and make tests,
demonstrations, and experiments, technical and scientific
studies in relation to cotton ginning, with the thought of
developing improved ginning equipments and the use of im-
proved methods in ginning cotton.

Two years ago, on my insistence, an appropriation of $10,000
was made in the agricultural bill for the purpose of ascertain-
ing the damage done to our cotton liut by the present process of
ginning. 3
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Under this appropriation samples of seed cotton and of
ginned cotton from the same field were taken.
‘picked by hand from the seed and then compared with the lint
taken from the seed by the gin saws, and it was ascertained,
on 56 such experiments, that the gin had damaged the fiber or
length of staple of the cotton from $5 to $40 per bale. That is,
the saws had cut the staple in two, destroyed its uniformity,
and depreciated its spinnable value to that extent.

This bill was approved by the Secretary of Agriculture, the
Bureau of the Budget, unanimously reported favorably by the
Agricultural Legislative Committee of the House, was passed by
th;; House and Senate, was signed by the President, and is now
a law.

It is conservatively estimated by the United States Agricul-
tural Department and by others that our modern ginning
process and machinery damages the spinnable value of the lint
cotton at least $50,000,000 annually. With proper ginning ma-
chinery, which will be developed under this bill, this $50,000,000,
created by the brawn and through sweat of the cotton farmer,
will be saved to him.

It is not right that $50,000,000 of created wealth should be
destroyed annually by gin machinery, and I expect to see that
sufficient appropriations are made until this problem is solved.

ROOT ROT OF COTTON

During one of my campaigns, in riding over my congressional
district, I noticed a large amount of cotton dying from root rot.
On investigation I found that at least 500,000 bales of cotton
were destroyed by this disease, placing the cotton raisers, who
own this root-rot-infested cotton land, at a great disadvan-
tage with the cotton raisers of other sections, where the root
rot does not exist.

After the campaign, I came to Washington and called a
meeting of the Chief of the Bureau of Plant Industry and the
Chief of the Bureau of Chemistry and Soils of the Department
of Agriculture and instructed them to bring their experts with
them to my office. In addition, I invited to the conference sev-
eral other Texas Congressmen.

The purpose of this gathering was to take immediate steps
to form an organization of scientists in the Department of Agri-
culture and provide sufficient appropriation to conduct research
investigation into the cause of root rot of cotton and to find a
remedy therefor.

At this conference it was determined that an agronomist, a
g0il chemist, and a biologist should be included in the personnel
to undertake solution of this problem and the problem be at-
tacked from both field and laboratory viewpoint, involving the
study of the soil factors, involving the development and spread
of the disease, as well as a treatment of the soil by fertilizer,
chemiecals, and other soil amendments, which tend to control or
eradicate the disease, and to ascertain chemical deficiencies ex-
;sting in the soils where the root rot is prevalent, and where it
8 not.

To carry out the above work I procured an appropriation of
$4R8,000 the first year, 1929; $72,033 the second year, 1930; and
$91,533 the third year, 1931, and established, in Austin, Tex., a
laboratory and field station where the research and investigation
are now in progress, in cooperation with farmers from San
Antonio to Greenville, Tex., showing 30 different fertilizer ratios
and individual chemical salts, which resulted in several promis-
ing leads and prospects of success, Mr, Chairman and col-
leagues, I am going to request that adequate appropriation be
continued until this disease is completely eradicated.
CONBERVATION OF OUR SOIL AND THE PRESERVATION OF THE RAINFALL FOR

PRESENT AND FUTURE WELFARE OF AGRICULTURE

On the 18th day of December, 1928, I offered the following
amendment to the agricultural appropriations bill:

To enable the Secretary of Agriculture to make investigation not
otherwise provided for of the eauses of soil erosion and the possibility
of increasing the absorption of rainfall by the =oil in the United States,
and to devise means to be employed in the preservation of soil, the
prevention or control of destructive erosion and the conservation of
rainfall by terracing or other means, independently or in cooperation
with other branches of the Government, State agencies, counties, farm
organizations, associations of business men or individuals, $160,000, of
which amount $40,000 ghall be immediately available,

This amendment ereated nation-wide interest, and I received
letters commending it and urging its adoption from the presi-
dent of practically every agricultural college in the Nation.
The amendment was adopted without a dissenting vote in the
House, and, after commending this amendment, the Department
of Agriculture established soil-erosion stations at Temple, Tex.,
Guthrie, Okla., Hays, Kans.; and two others are now being
gs;)tahllshed in the agricultural Appalachian regions of the

utheast.

The lint was
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At this session of Congress I had the appropriation increased
in the House from $160,000 to $185,000, carrying out my original
program of having the 18 different types of agricultural soil of
material acreage thoroughly studied and the best method ascer-
tained to stop erosion.

Soon after the passage of this amendment eight Southern
States called a conference and formed an organization to co-
operate with the Department of Agriculture in the solution of
the erosion problem, declaring it to be the most vital problem
affecting the agricultural interest of the Nation.

When I tell you that on actual measurements and weight,
on 1 acre of ground, with only 2 per cent slope, which is almost
level to the naked eye, 42 tons of soil was washed away in one
year, with only 27 inches of rainfall, you will realize that it
will only be a question of 25 years until one-half of the agri-
cultural land will be destroyed for agricultural purposes if
something is not done to prevent it,

And here, my colleagues, I am going to request you in the
coming sessions of Congress to materially increase the appro-
priation for this work, that the soil upon our agricultural lands
may be preserved for ourselves and as a priceless heritage to
our children.

BCIENTIFIC BASIS OF CROP ESTIMATES AND ACEREAGE FPLANTED IN PRIMARY
CROPS TO PREVENT LOSSES FROM OVERESTIMATES OF CROP PRODUCTION
AND TO FREVENT OVERFRODUCTION IN ANY ONE AGRICULTURAL PRODUCT

On March 1, 1829, I introduced House bill No. 28, which was
near the close of the session, and reintroduced in this session,
which provides for accurate periodical surveys of not to exceed
15 per cent of the area planted in the primary crops, thus giv-
ing the Agricultural Department adeguate legal authority to
operate in procuring an accurate basis upon which to make its
annual estimate of crop production and avoid the hit-and-miss
system now in force, which sometimes costs the farmers more
than $100,000,000 in one year.

For instance, if the department overestimates the production
of cotton, the bears seize upon that particular estimate to press
the price down at the time when the farmers are bound to sell,
causing enormous loss, and it is to prevent such injustices, as
well as to procure accurate agricultural statistics as to the
acreage planted in the different erops and the bearing of such
planted acreage upon prospective production and price, thus en-
abling the farmer to avoid overproduction in any specific erop
by planting his land in some other crop.

THE MAINTENANCE OF OUR FUTUBE IN THE WORLD SUPREMACY IN COTTON
DEMANDS PROMPT AND VIGOBOUS ACTION

On May b, 1930, I introduced House bill 12165, entitled—

A bill to promote improvement in the spinning quality of cotton
grown In the United States, to secure the correlation and the most
economical conduct of cotton and other researches, and for other pur-
poses.

This bill is of national interest, as it deals with one of the
most important agricultural products of our country—cotton.
In fact, a product of universal necessity throughout the world,
and no act should be left unperformed that will contribute to-
ward placing the cotton production upon a solid foundation and
the cotton producer on the road to prosperity, happiness, and
contentment.

This bill provides, first:

For the development, without sacrifice yield, of the superior strain
of cotton, producing more uniform fiber of greater average length,
strength, and spinnable wvalue through acclimatization, adaptation,
breeding, and selection of varieties of seed of cotton.

Second ;

(b) To determine the best method of organizing, establishing, and
maintaining 1-variety cotton communities for the production and
maintenance of stocks of pure cottonseed of superior varieties, and for
inereasing and centralizing the production of large commerecial quanti-
ties of uniform fiber and other desirable spinning properties,

Mr, Speaker, we are absolutely dependent upon foreign coun-
tries purchasing the surplus cotton which we yearly produce,
This amounts to from 6,000,000 to 8,000,000 bales.

If we expect foreign spinners to continue to purchase this
surplus, we must meet the demands of the spinning world in
the valuable spinning properties of our lint cotton. Good guali-
ties, superior qualities in any product offered for sale always
and everywhere find purchasers.

During the past few years the guality of American cotton pro-
duced has not kept pace with the increased production, and the
average in quality is a great deal lower than in former years,

On the other hand, the quality of cotton produced in other
countries has gradually increased, and such improvement in the
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quality ef foreign-produced cotton has absolutely absorbed the
increased consumption of the world during the last 20 years.

Let me call your attention to the statement of Alexander
Legge, chairman Federal Farm Board, made during the hear-
ings on the independent offices appropriation bill for 1931, where
he states:

For instance, to-day in cotton there ls something wrong with that
proposition. The world's consumption of cotton in the last 20 years has
gone up about 60 per cent. All of that increase has been taken care of
largely by other cotton-growing countries. Our exports are running
about where they were before.

The average guality of our production has gone down. The quality of
the foreign competition has come up.

Fifty per cent of the India erop a few years ago was regarded as only
fit for making rugs; to-day 50 per cent outranks American cotton in
grade,

We have got to go into this proposition as to why that is and what
can be done to put our growers on a competitive basis both as to quan-
tity and quality. Necessarily, we must know what the other fellows
are doing, so we can handle the matier intelligently.

Never were truer words spoken. Are we of the United States,
owning the best producing cotton country in the world, capable
of producing the best quality of cotton in the world, going to
sit supinely and permit India, Russia, and other countries to
rob us of our world market for our surplus cotton by our neg-
lect and inattention to one of the most important problems
confronting our Nation?

Sixty years ago the English spinners nsed to purchase their
cotton from the southeastern coast of the United States on its
name or strain alone, just as the livestock breeders now pur-
chase a registered bull.

At that time the cotton producers maintained in certain areas
pure strains or varieties of high-grade cotton of high spinnable
qualities, which was a good guaranty of the spinnable quality
of the eotton, but the desire of the cotton producer for quantity
production instead of quality production caused him to abandon
the purebred cotton and seek quantity-producing varieties.

As a result we now have practically throughout the Union
a mongrel cotton, with no superior spinnable qualities, no uni-
formity in length and strength of staple or fiber, with gins cut-
ting the staple up and cutting the lint from the seed too closely,
producing neps, which break the thread and cause losses to the
spinners and produces inferior cloth.

The object, therefore, of the two foregoing sections is to re-
turn to the older methods of purebred strains of cotton, ulti-
mately resulting in producing in the United States the cotton
which will constitute the ideal spinnable cotton, containing the
greatest spinnable value, capable of being spun into eloth with
thetﬁeast operating expense, and turning out the best quality of
cloth.

When this is accomplished our American cotton will be in
demand by the spinners of the world in preference to any cotton
of foreign growth,

To acecomplish the above purposes it is contemplated by the
two foregoing sections of this bill to divide the cotton-producing
areas of the Nation into regional zones or sections; each zone or
section must have similar soil, heat, moisture, and other cli-
mafic conditions, each having a bearing on cotton growth,
development, and the guality produced.

Some high-grade strains of cotton will produce and develop
well under certain soil and climatie conditions, while in other
sections of different soil and climatie conditions it will not be
a success.

In each of these regional sections—there will probably be not
more than four—the Government will maintain a cottonseed
breeding and cotton-cultural farm, on which only pure strains
of cotton that will produce high-grade lint of high spinnable
value will be planted, and crosshreeding will be indulged in
freely, the lint from each strain being tested as to its spinnable
qualities in the cotton research laboratory in Washington.

‘When satisfactory cotton strains or varieties have been found
or produced by crossbreeding, the seed produced on these Gov-
ernment experimental farms will be furnished either to the indi-
vidual cotton raiser or to the cottonseed breeders, whe will
obligate themselves to keep the strain or variety pure and sell
:t);ﬂy pure strain or variety of coftonseed to the individual

rmer,

Of course, nothing compulsory is contemplated in this bill so
far as the cottonseed breeder or the farmer is concerned. Their
desire to get a4 higher price for their cotton and make a greater
profit will be sufficient stimulant.

These pure strains or varieties of high-grade cotton, when
once ascertained will be maintained by the one variety county
o; c:mll]li!&mty cotton-producing sections set forth in section B
of the
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Any cotton-producing community of the United States could
now create for itself an enviable reputation, if all the cotton
farmers in that community would select one of the high-grade
;:ﬂottons now known and plant only that cotton in that commu-

ty.

The cotton mills would be clamoring for cotton produced in
that community, as it would contain strength and uniformity of
staple and probably the length of staple so desired by the
spinners,

But what I am striving for and what this bill will accomplish,
is to so raise the quality in the cotton produced in the United
States until it will command the world markets, absorb the
world’s increased consumpftion and discourage the increasing
cotton production of other couniries.

I am credibly informed that in India, where such vast im-
provement has been made in the quality of the cotton produced
there, that the English Government maintains regular cotton-
seed breeding stations, where only purebred cottons are planted
and the seed from such stations are furnished to either the cot-
ton farmer or the cottonseed breeders. The cottonseed breeders
must obligate themselves to keep the seed pure and unmixed
with other low-grade strains of cotton and sell only such seed to
the individual cotton farmer.

iI quote again from Mr., Legge's testimony before the com-
mittee:

India has improved more in the guestion of guality than in guantity.
India produces only half as much cotton as the United States. We have
always been accustomed to thinking of this being the cotton-producing
country of the world, but we are guite a bit short of that.

And Russia is also increasing. As an illustration of what they are
doing, the Russian Government does not allow a planter to plant his
own seed. They import seed. It is an offense, dealt with summarily, if
the Russian farmer plants seed that he raises himself. In other words,
they must produce the guality of cotton that is now being produced by
government action,

I will not take the time of the House to discuss sections
(e¢) and (d) of the bill. While they are important, their im-
portance is not comparable to sections (a) and (b), above dis-
cussed, and to seetion (e), which I will now discuss. This sec-
tion of the bill is as follows:

Section (e) : To determine the most economical utilization of rough,
rolling, eroded, and exhausted lands, unprofitubly devoted to cotton pro-
duction, which might be employed to best advantage for forage crops,
grazing, forestry, or other purposes.

The facts are that there are about 15,000,000 acres of eroded,
exhausted lands in Southern States now unprofitably planted in
and devoted to cotton production. The farmers who plant this
land in cotton lose money by so doing.

If the Department of Agriculture can find a more economical
use for this land, a profitable use, either in forage crops, graz-
ing, forestry, or any diversified purposes, no doubt the owners
thereof will gquickly change the use of this land from unprofit-
able cotton production to this more profitable purpose. The
result will be that 15,000,000 acres of land now planted in cot-
ton, which produces about one-fifth of a bale per acre, or
3,000,000 bales, will be withdrawn from the total acreage de-
voted to cotton production, which will leave only about 32,000.-
000 acres planted in cotton, and our annual cotton production
will be reduced 3,000,000 bales, thus, to some extent at least,
solving the cotton overproduction problem.

Section (f) of the bill provides for the determination of the
most effective and economical plans for the correlation of agri-
cultural researches, investigations, experiments, and tests; and
to promote local, regional, and national agricultural research
programs 'within the Department of Agriculture, with other
Federal departinents, with State agricultural experiment sta-
tions, and with other agencies.

This will result in preventing duplication and the concentra-
tion of the $30,000,000 now annually devoted to agricultural
research on the major problems confronting agriculture and a
completion of such research in a definite period of time, accom-
plishing with any given amount for research of at least one-
fourth more in results than under the present system.

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, all of the above-mentioned bills
and pleas for centinued appropriations are in the interest of
agriculture. I procured this limited time and the privileges
granted by the rules of the House to extend my remarks for
the purpose of placing each of the above bills in its true light
before you so that during the vacation you could devote some
time to their consideration, analyze them, criticize them, suggest
amendments, or if you think it better, write new bills covering
all subjects discussed, and if they meet the problems better, I
will support them. I have no pride of authorship, and I do not
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seek public applause. I am intensely interested in the present
and future prosperity of the agriculture of my country.

If you take a retrospective view of the vast and dreary solitudes
of past ages and read the epitaph inscribed by history on the tombs
of fallen nations, you will find that no nation ever crumbled to
ruin that had maintained a prosperous agricultural interest.
You will find that no nation ever gained prestige, power, and
prosperity that did not have its foundation laid upon a pros-
perous agricultural interest. Agriculture is the foundation upon
which all financial business and industrial enterprises rest, yea,
even civilization itself. It must be nurtured, encouraged, main-
tained, and conserved, if our nation is to hold its exalted posi-
tion among the nations of the earth.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Texas has
expired.

Mr. SNELL. The gentleman can ask leave to extend.

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman may proceed for five minutes more.

Mr, BUCHANAN. I spoke to the Speaker yesterday as to the
amount of time I would use this morning in addressing the
House. I have used the amount agreed upon and I do not think
that I should transgress that understanding. I accept the sug-
gestion of the gentleman from New York [Mr. Sxerr] to ask
leave to extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

BIXTH PAN AMERICAN CHILD CONGRESS AT LIMA, PERU

Mrs. OWEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speanker’s table House Joint Resolution 270, with a
Senate amendment, disagree to the Senate amendment, and ask
for a conference. -

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the House joint reso-
lation.

The Clerk read as follows:

Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 270) authborizing an appropriation to
defray the expenses of the participation of the Government in the Sixth
Pan American Child Congress, to be held at Lima, Peru, July, 1930.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection; and the Speaker announced as the
conferees on the part of the House Mr. TemMpLE Mr. FisH, and
Mr. LINTHICUM,

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the President of the United
States were communicated to the House by Mr. Latta, one of
his secretaries, who also informed the House that on the follow-
ing dates the President approved and signed bills and joint
resolutions of the House of the following titles:

On May 9, 1930:

H. R. 5283. An act to declare valid the title to certain Indian
lands;

H. R. 7395. An act to extend to Government postal cards the
provision for defacing the stamps on Government-stamped en-
velopes by mailers;

H. R. 8052, An act authorizing the heirs of Elijah D. Myers to
purchase land in section 7, township 28 south, range 11 west,
Willamette meridian, county of Coog, State of Oregon;

H. R.8650. An act to authorize the Postmaster General to
charge for services rendered in disposing of undelivered mail in
those cases where it is considered proper for the Postal Service
to dispose of such mail by sale or to dispose of collect-on-de-
livery mail without collection of the collect-on-delivery charges
or for a greater or less amount than stated when mailed;

H. R.8713. An act granting land in Wrangell, Alaska, to the
town of Wrangell, Alaska ; -

H. R.8763. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to investigate and report to Congress on the advisability and
practicability of establishing a national park to be known as
the Apostle Islands National Park in the State of Wisconsin,
and for other purposes; and

H.R.10581. An act to provide for the addition of certain
lands to the Yosemite National Park, Calif, and for other
purposes.

On May 12, 1930:

H. J. Res, 188, Joint resolution authorizing the use of tribal
funds belonging to the Yankton Sioux Tribe of Indians in South
Dakota to pay expenses and compensation of the members of
the tribal business committee for services in connection with
their pipestone claim ;

H. R. 389. An act for the relief of Kenneth M. Orr;

H. R. 973. An act to remove the age limit of persons who may
be confined at the United States industrial reformatory at Chilli-
cothe, Ohio;
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H. R. 2161. An act to convey to the ecity of Waltham, Mass.,
certain Government land for street purposes;

H. R. 5726. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Navy, in
his discretion, to deliver to the custody of the city of Salem,
Mass., and to the Salem Marine Society, of Salem, Mass., the
silver service set and bronze clock, respectively, which have been
in use on the cruiser Salem;

H. R. 6645. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Navy, in
his discretion, to deliver to the president of the Lions Club, of
Shelbyville, Tenn., a bell of any naval vessel that is now, or
may be, in his custody ; and to the president of the Rotary Club
of Shelbyville, Tenn., a steering wheel of any naval vessel that
is now, or may be, in his custody ;

H. R.8973. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Navy, in
his discretion, to deliver to the custody of the Charleston
Museum, of Charleston, 8. €., the ship's bell, plague, war rec-
ord, and silver service of the cruiser Charleston that is now,
or may be, in his custody; .

H. R.1444. An act for the relief of Marmaduke H. Floyd;

H. R. 3527. An act to authorize credit in the disbursing ac-
counts of certain officers of the Army of the United States for
the settlement of individual claims approved by the War De-
partment ; and

H. R. 10674. An act authorizing payment of six months’ death
gratuity to beneficiaries of transferred members of the Ileet
Naval Reserve and Fleet Marine Corps Reserve who die while
on active duty.

On May 13, 1930:

H. J. Res. 244, Joint resolution authorizing the President to in-
vite the States of the Union and foreign countries to participate
in the International Petrolenm Exposition at Tulsa, Okla., to
be held October 4 to October 11, 1930, inclusive ;

H. R.707. An act to authorize an appropriation for construe-
tion at Fort McKinley, Portland, Me.;

H.R. 9434, An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Columbia
River at or near Arlington, Oreg. ;

H. R. 9758. An act to authorize the Commissioners of the
District of Columbia to close certain portions of streets and
alleys for public-school purposes;

H. R. 102538. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Ohio River at
or near Cannelton, Ind.;

H. R.11046. An act to legalize a bridge across the Hudson
River at Stillwater, N. Y.;

H. R. 11780. An act granting the consent of Congress to Louis-
ville & Nashville Railroad Co. to construct, maintain, and oper-
ate a railroad bridge across the Ohio River at or near Hen-
derson, Ky.;

H. tR 7410. An act to establish a hospital for defective delin-
quents;

H.R.7413. An act to amend an act providing for the parole
of United States prisoners, approved June 25, 1910, as amended ;

H. R.9235. An act to authorize the Public Health Service to
provide medieal service in the Federal prisons;

H. R.10474. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
Arkansas State Highway Commission to construet, maintain,
and operate a free highway bridge across the White River at
or near Sylamore, Ark;

H. R. 1301. An act for the relief of Julius Victor Keller;

H. R. 2502, An act to authorize the sale of the Government
property acquired for a post-office site in Binghamton, N. Y.;

H. R.3246. An act to authorize the sale of the Government
property acquired for a post-office site in Akron, Ohio;

H. R. 4198. An act to authorize the exchange of certain lands
adjoining the Catoosa Springs (Ga.) Target Range;

H. R. 8578. An act to sell the present post-office site and build-
ing at Dover, Del.;

H. R.8805. An act to authorize the acquisition for military
purposes of land in the county of Montgomery, State of Ala-
bama, for use as an addition to Maxwell Field;

H. R. 8918, An act authorizing conveyance to the city of Tren-
ton, N. J., of title to a portion of the site of the present Federal
building in that city;

H. R.9324. An act to dedicate for street purposes a portion of
the old post-office site at Wichita, Kans. ;

H.R.9407. An act to amend the act of Congress approved
May 29, 1928, authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to
accept title to certain real estate, subject to a reservation of
mineral rights in favor of the Blackfeet Tribe of Indians; and

H. R.10651. An act to extend the fimes for commencing and
completing the construetion of a bridge across the Ohio River
at or near Wellsburg, W. Va.

On May 14, 1930:

H.R.3717. An act fto add certain lands to the Fremont
National Forest in the State of Oregon;

X
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. R.6874. An act to authorize exchanges of lands with
owners of private-land holdings within the Petrified Forest
National Monument, Ariz.;

H. R. 9805, An act to establish the Carlsbad Caverns National
Park in the State of New Mexico, and for other purposes;

H. R. 645. An act for the relief of Lyma Van Winkle;

H.R.6564. An act making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1931,
\“md for other purposes;

II. R. 7832, An act to reorganize the administration of Federal
prisons; to authorize the Attorney Genmeral to contract for the
care of United States prisoners; to establish Federal jails, and
for other purposes;

H. R. 8299. An act authorizing the establishment of a national
hydraulie laboratory in the Bureau of Standards of the Depart-
ment of Commerce and the construction of a building there-
for;

H. R.8562. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Missouri
River at or near Randolph, Mo.;

H. R.9437. An act to authorize a necessary increase in the
White House police force; and

H. R.1793. An act for the relief of Albert L. Loban.

On May 15, 1930:

H. R. 4138, 'An act to amend the act of March 2, 1929, entitled
“An act to enable the mothers and widows of the deceased sol-
diers, sailors, and marines of the American forces now interred
in the cemeteries of Europe to make a pilgrimage to these
cemeteries " ;

H. R. 8368, An act providing for a study regarding the con-
struction of a highway to connect the northwestern part of the
Dnited States with British Columbia, Yukon Territory, and
Alaska in cooperation with the Dominion of Canada ; and

H. R.8531. An act making appropriations for the Treasury
and Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1931, and for other purposes.

On May 16, 1930:

H. R. 6338. An act authorizing the erection of a sanitary fire-
proof hospital at the National Home for Disabled Volunteer
Soldiers at Togus, Me.;

H. R. 9325. An act to authorize the United States Veterans’
Bureau to pave the road running north and south immediately
east of and adjacent to Hospital No. 90, at Muskogee, Okla., and
to authorize the use of $4,950 of funds appropriated for hospital
purposes, and for other purposes;

H. R.7069. An act for the relief of the heirs of Viktor
Pettersson ;

H. R. 156. An act to authorize the disposal of public land clas-
sified as temporarily or permanently unproductive on Federal
irrigation projects;

H. R.1954. An act for the relief of A. O. Gibbens; and

H. R. 9845. An act to authorize the transfer of Government-
owned land at Dodge City, Kans,, for public-building purposes.

On May 19, 1930:

H. R.1794. An act to authorize the payment of an indemnity
to the owners of the British steamship Kyleakin for damages
sustained as a result of a collision between that vessel and the
U. 8. 8. William O'Brien;

H. R.9850. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Ohio River
at or near New Martinsville, W. Va.;

H. R. 10248, An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construection of a bridge across the Ohio River at
or near Moundsville, W. Va.;

H. R. 11588. An act granting pensions and increase of pensions
to certain soldiers and sailors of the Civil War and certain
widows and dependent children of soldiers and sailors of said
WAr;

H. R. 668. An act for the relief of A. J. Morgan: and

H. R. 7768. An act to provide for the sale of the old post office
and courthouse building and site at Syracuse, N. Y.

On May 21, 1830:

H. R.1251. An act for the relief of C. L. Beardsley;

H. R.7405. An act to provide a 5-year construction and main-
tenance program for the United States Bureau of Fisheries;

H.R.10171. An act providing for the erection at Clinton,
Sampson County, N, O, of a monument in commemoration of
William Rufus King, former Vice President of the United
States; and

H. R.8154. An act providing for the lease of oil and gas de-
posits in or under railroad and other rights of way.

On May 22, 1930:

H. R. 10579. An act to provide for the erection of a marker or
tablet to the memory of Col. Benjamin Hawkins at Roberta, Ga.,
or some other place in Crawford County, Ga.
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On May 23, 1930:

H. R.1234. An act to authorize the Postmaster General to
impose demurrage charges on undelivered collect-on-delivery
parcels;

H. R, 0323. An act granting pensions and increase of pen-
sions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army and
Navy, ete., and certain soldiers and sallors of wars other than
the Civil War, and to widows of such soldiers and sailors; and

H. J. Res. 327, Joint resolution authorizing the presentation
of medals to the officers and men of the Byrd Antarctic expe-
dition.

On May 26, 1930:

H. R.9843. An act to enable the Secretary of War to accom-
plish the construction of approaches and surroundings, to-
gether with the necessary adjacent roadways, to the Tomb of
the UnknoWn Soldier in the Arlington National Cemetery,
Vi,

H R.7390. An act to authorize the appointment of an As-
sistant Commissioner of Education in the Department of the
Interior ;

H. R. 7962, An act to extend the fimes for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Ohio River
at Mound City, Il ;

H. R.9805. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Ohio River
at Cairo, II1.;

H. R.9939. An act aunthorizing the Secretary of the Interior
to lease any or all of the remaining tribal lands of the Choctaw
and Chickasaw Nations for oil and gas purposes, and for other
purposes ;

H.R.10340. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
State Highway Commission of Arkansas to construct, maintain,
and operate a foll bridge across the White River at or near
Calico Rock, Ark.; and

H.R.11196. An act to extend the times for commeucing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the White River
at or near Clarendon, Ark.

On May 27, 1930:

H. R. 4293. An act to provide for a ferry and a highway near
the Pacific entrance of the Panama Canal;

H. R. 6807. An act establishing two institutions for the con-
finement of United States prisoners;

H. R. 7412. An act to provide for the diversification of employ-
ment of Federal prisoners, for their training and schooling in
trades and occupations, and for other purposes;

H. R.7491. An act making appropriations for the Department

N

of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1931, and for

other purposes; and

H. R.8574. An act to transfer to the Attorney General certain
functions in the administration of the national prohibition act,
to create a Bureau of Prohibition in the Department of Justice,
and for other purposes.

MUBCLE BHOALB

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee on
Rules I call up the privileged Resolution No. 222.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York calls up
House Resolution 222, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 222

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resclution it shall be in
order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration of 8. J.
Rea. 49, to provide for the national defense by the creation of a corpora-
tion for the operation of the Government properties at and near Muscle
Shoals in the State of Alabama, and for other purposes. That after
general debate, which shall be confined to the joint resolution and shall
continue not to exceed three hours, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority member of the Committee on
Military Affairs, the joint resolution shall be read for amendment under
the §-minute rule. At the conclusion of the reading of the joint resolu-
tion for amendment the committee shall rise and report the joint resolu-
tion to the House with such amendments as may have been adopted,
and the previous question shall be considered as ordered on the joint
resolution and the amendments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recommit.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee on
Rules, I offer an amendment.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SxELL: After the period io line 13, insert
the following: * It shall be in order to consider without the interven-
tion of a point of order, as provided in clause T of Rule XVI, a substi-




9668

tute committee amendment recommended by the Committee on Military
Affairs, now in the bill, and as a substitute for the purpose of amending
it shall be considered under the 5-minute rule as an original bill,

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNELL. I do not yield at this time,

Mr. HOWARD. DMr, Speaker, I make a point of order. I
rise to a question of personal privilege.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. HOWARD. The personal privilege is this, that “ the
gentleman from Nebraska " has employed all due diligence to
get the eye and ear of the Speaker in order to ask permission to
gni)ge an objection to the unanimous-consent request as to this

ebate.

The SPEAKER. The objection is overruled.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr. SNELL. For a question, I will,

Mr. GARNER. As I understand, the purport of the amend-
ment is to consider the amendment reported by the Committee
on Military Affairs as an original bill?

Mr. SNELL. That is all.

Mr. GARNER. 8o that the motion to recommit with an
amendment would be like an original bill?

Mr. SNELL. It certainly would, so far as its consideration
is concerned. The reason for the amendment of the resolution
is this: As the House knows, the Committee on Military Af-
fairs struck out all after the enacting clause of the Senate joint
resolution and practically wrote a new bill

There is a serious question whether the new bill, which is
considered as an amendment, would be considered as germane
to the original proposition. Personally, I think it would be;
and I think it would be considered all right; but there are dif-
ferent rulings on this very proposition, and we do not want to
be confronted with a point of order even before we get started,
and by this amendment we have removed even that possibility.
The committee wants to give everyone a fair opportunity to
express himself, and offer any germane amendment. Further-
more, if we did not provide for considering it as an original
bill, you would have to read the entire bill as one amendment,
and after the reading any Member could offer at any time an
amendment to any part of the bill, which would lead only to
confusion ; whereas if we make it in order to be considered as
an original bill, it can be read section by section, and we will
proceed in an orderly manner and as usual in the considera-
tion of a bill.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNELL. Yes.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. If it is considered as one amendment,
will the committee have an opportunity to vote on the com-
mittee amendment as an amendment? This amendment will
preclude the opportunity to vote on this bill after the amend-
ment of the Senate bill?

Mr. SNELL. I do not see that it interferes at all. If you
want to strike out and substitute something else, this leaves it
absolutely open.

Mr. GARNER. If the House should vote down this amend-
ment after it has been amended and discugsed under the
S-minute rule as an original bill—if it is voted down—the orig-
inal bill will be in order?

Mr. SNELL. If they vote down the committee amendment,
the Norris resolution will be before the House.

Mr. GARNER. If you consider it as an original proposi-
tion, then a motion to recommit and substitute the Norris bill
will be in order?

Mr, SNELL. That has not been considered and will be for
the Speaker to decide,

Mr. GARNER. Then the only thing to do would be to make
? tsreligt?hn to recommit, unless you voted down the amendment

Mr. SNELL. The germaneness of the other proposition would
be up to the Speaker to determine—not for me.

Mr. TILSON. Would not voting down the amendment re-
ported by the Military Affairs Committee be tantamount to
voting up the Norris bill?

Mr. GARNER. It might be so considered.

Mr. TILSON. There would have to be a formal vote.

Mr. GARRETT. Regardless of whether we vote it up or
down, we are now considering the Norris bill as amended by the
Committee on Military Affairs. Both are before the House, but
the Norris bill is stricken out. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the measure now before the House, would it be
in order, before the final vote on the amendment as offered by
the Committee on Military Affairs, to offer a motion to recom-
mit, striking out all after the enacting clause and inserting a
bill providing both for the leasing of Muscle Shoals, and in event
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a lease is not made within a fixed time, to proceed with the
operation of Muscle Shoals under the Government plan?

Mr. SNELL. The question of the germaneness of that motion
would be up to the Speaker of the House to decide, and not up
to me at the present time,

Mr. GARRETT. That is the erux of the whole thing.

Mr. SNELL. This does not interfere with that one way or
the other. It has nothing to do with a motion to recommit. It
does not affect it one way or the other,

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman yield for a brief
statement?

Mr. SNELL. I yield.

Mr. BANKHEAD. There is nothing complicated, as I under-
stand it, about this amendment to the rule. It was only offered
by the chairman of the Committee on Rules at a meeting this
morning in order to absolutely amplify and guarantee full and
free and open discussion of the amendment offered by the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs, as though it were an original bill
before the House, under the 5-minute rule. The amendment to
the rule in no way changes the consideration of the bill under
the original rule. It places no restrictions or limitations npon
the right of any Member, under the original rule, to offer a
motion to recommit or a germane amendment. It simply makes
for the orderly consideration of the House bill under the 5-
minute rule, section by section, so that we may take the com-
mittee bill up and read the first section in order and offer
amendments to that, instead of allowing amendments to be
offered to any section of the bill as one independent amend-
ment. As I say, that is the whole proposition.

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNELL. T yield.

Mr. CRISP. The effect of the amendment proposed by the
Committee on Rules, in my judgment, is to give more liberal
consideration of the measure before the House, for, without it,
if it is considered under the original rule, the amendment pro-
posed by the Committee on Military Affairs would be an amend-
ment to which only one amendment could be pending at a time,
This amendment treating it as an original bill opens it up for
the four amendments allowed under the rules.

Mr, SNELL. That is exactly the idea the committee had in
mind.

The SPEAKER, The Chair thinks he should state his under-
standing in order that there may be no misunderstanding as to
the parliamentary situation. As the Chair understands it, the
effect of the amendment is that the bill shall be consgidered in
the Committee of the Whole as an original bill. However,
after the committee rises, and the House votes in favor of the
committee amendment and adopts it, in the opinion of the Chair,
a motion to recommit which would change the language of the
amendment would not be in order., This is the Chair’s under-
standing of the situation.

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inguiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. GARRETT. Under the amended rule, as suggested by
the chairman of the Committee on Rules, may I inquire, before
the bill gets into the House to be considered by the Committee
of the Whole Hounse, would a motion be in order, under the
amended resolution, to strike out the whole matter before the
House and make substitution of a bill taking on the form of
both a lease and operation by the Government?

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not think he should express
an opinion on that, because that will be in the jurisdiction of
the chairman of the Committee of the Whole. That is not a
matter for the Chair to decide.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. After the committee bill has been
read in the Committee of the Whole for amendment, then does
not the vote recur automatically on the adoption of the com-
mittee bill as amended?

The SPEAKER. Yes,

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Does that also come up in Com-
mittee of the Whole, or just in the House?

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not understand the gentle-
man from Alabama.

Mr, HILL of Alabama. In other words, after the committee
bill has been read for amendment in the Committee of the
Whole and we have reached the end of that bill and voted on
all of the amendments proposed to the bill, then does the ques-
tion come up in the Committee of the Whole as to agreeing to
the committee bill as an amendment to the Senate bill?

The SPEAKER. Yes; the question would be on agreeing to
the substitute amendment in the bill as amended.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.
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Mr. LAGUARDIA. In the event a separate vote is asked in
the House, and the committee amendment is voted down, then,
of course, the Senate bill would be before the House?

,The SPEAKER. That is correct. The effect of the vote, in
the event the committee amendment is defeated, is exactly the
same as 4 motion to recommit,

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Then, according to the Speaker’s ruling,
if that should happen, a motion to recommit and report forth-
with, with the committee amendment, would likewise not be in
order?

The SPEAKER. Any motion to recommit which does not
change the language of the amendment adopted is in order,
provided it does not seek to do by indirection what can not be
done directly.

Mr. QUIN. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr, QUIN. Does the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SnecL] alter the parliamentary situation?

The SPEAKER. It simply makes it in order to consider the
House committee amendment as an original bill, in Committee of
the Whole. The Chair thinks it is very proper parliamentary
procedure. It facilitates the transaction of business,

Mr. LAGUARDIA. For the purpose of discussion only?

The SPEAKER. For the purpose of discussion and amend-
ment.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNELL. I yield.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Suppose that in the Committee of
the Whole amendments are adopted to the bill reported by the
Committee on Military Affairs, could a separate vote be de-
manded on those amendments when the bill is reported back to
the House?

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks not, because under the
parliamentary situation only one amendment will be reported to
the House. It will be considered as one amendment, whether
amended in committee or not.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. That would not be earrying out
the spirit of the rule as announced by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, since his statement was that it was the purpose
of the Rules Committee to consider the report of the Military
Affairs Committee as an original bill

Mr. SNELL. For the purpose of congideration in the Com-
mittee of the Whole,

The SPEAKER. It would not alter the consideration of the
bill at all after the bill gets into the House.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask a vote on the amendment.

The SPEAKHR. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. S~eLL].

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, may we have the amendment
reported again?

The Clerk again reported the amendment.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, the question of Muscle Shoals has
been before the House for a great many years. To-day we have
a definite proposition before us. The Senate joint resolution
provides for Government operation of our plant at Muscle
Shoals. The Military Affairse Committee of the House has
stricken out all after the enacting clause of that joint resolu-
tion and inserted a provision which gives authority to the
President of the United States, between now and December 1,
1931, to make a lease, under certain conditions, for the property
we now own at Muscle Shoals. The guestion for this House to
determine is whether it wants to do that or whether it wants
to provide for Government operation of that property.

We have had several propositions before the House in which
the House itself tried to write a lease and provide for all of
the various individual propositions and reservations which
should enter into a lease of that character. Gentleman of the
House, it is absolutely impossible to write a lease on the floor
of this House for a property of this character. It just can not
be done, and we ought to know it by this time. If you want to
lease it, the only way to do is to give the aunthority to the
President of the United States, through some commission which
he may set up, and let him take the responsibility of making
the lease. In my judgment, the Military Affairs Committee of
the House has given careful attention to this bill. They have
brought forward for consideration a bill that is carefully worked
out. It is a practical solution. The rights of the people are
properly taken care of ; it does not take any more money out of
the Treasury; and, in general, it is the best bill that has ever
been before us and should reeeive our approval.

At this time I do not intend to discuss the provisions of the
bill, because individual Members are going to discuss the biil
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section by section. I think that is better than any general
statement by me at this time.

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ENELL. Yes.

Mr. GARRETT. Is it the purpose of the gentleman to have
as liberal discussion of this bill under the 5-minute rule as
possible? : ;

Mr. SNELL. There will be no objection to that, as far as I
am concerned.

Mr. GARRETT. The reason I ask that question is that many
Members would like to speak in connection with a proposition
of thiz size, and the limited time provided in this rule embar-
rasses those in charge of the time. I was wondering if we
might have some sort of a general understanding that those who
can not get time in general debate may get such time under
the 5-minute rule as would put them somewhat on an equality
with those who secure time in general debate.

Mr. SNELL. There has been no suggestion made fo me
that we try to curtail the consideration of this bill. I want the
House to have the fullest opportunity to discuss it and consider
it and let the House do as it thinks best. It is an important
proposition, it should be decided by the House what we want
to do with this property without further delay.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I appreciate the attitude of the
gentleman and I am sure he evidences the attitude of the Com-
mittee on Rules in stating that he wants the House to have
full and fair opportunity to consider this bill and offer umend-
ments thereto, but in view of the ruling which the Speaker has
just announced my opinion is that Members will be very much
restricted in offering amendments.

Mr. SNELL. No more restricted than they are under the
general rules of the House.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. There are some provisions which
the Senate has passed on which some Members of the House
desire to have an expression on by the House. Since that is
true, the Committee on Rules should consider liberalizing the
rule so as to make it possible to offer provisions of the Senate
bill as amendments to this bill, etherwise you will not make
effective the right to offer important amendments, and then
you would thwart your desire that the House have full oppor-
tunity to consider this bill.

Mr. SNELL. When the Committee on Rules brings in a rule
providing for the consideration of a bill under the general
rules of the House I think the committee has gone as far as it
should go and as far as it has ever gone. I do not remember
that any rule has ever been brought in which provided for
consideration different than that provided for under the gen-
eral rules.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. The Rules Committee could make
in order——

thr';’ SNELL. Any amendment a Member might desire to
offer

Mr, OLIVER of Alabama. Well, you should make in order
parts of the bill now pending before the House and which this
bill seeks to amend. The committee could provide that the
Senate bill might be considered as germane for the purpose of
offering amendments in the Committee of the Whole, and surely
that would not be a dangerous precedent.

Mr. SNELL. I think it would be a dangerous precedent to
establish, and one I should not approve only under extreme
circumstances,

Mr, DAVIS,

Mr. SNELL. Yes.

Mr. DAVIS. If the House bill shonld be adopted as an
amendment in the form of a substitute for the Senate bill and
then an amendment or a motion to recommit should be offered,
providing that, if a lease should not be made under the provi-
sions of the Reece hill, the Senate bill should become effective,
does the gentleman think that a point of order would lie against
such an amendment or such a motion?

Mr. SNELL. That is a question for the Speaker to decide
and not for the chairman of the Rules Committee, and I would
not want to assume that anthority at the present time.

Mr. DAVIS. As the gentleman has offered an amendment
making the House bill—

Mr. SNELL. That in no way affects the gentleman’s propo-
gition.

Mr. DAVIS. But I was just going to state this proposition:
As the gentleman has offered an amendment making the House
bill in order without the intervention of a point of order,
whereas otherwise a point of order on the ground it was not ger-
mane would lie, why would it not be equally proper to amend
the rule so as to provide that an amendment or a motion to
recommit, such as I have suggested, would be in order without
the intervention of a point of order?

Will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. SNELL. You will reach exactly the same effect by voting
up or down the committee amendment. If you vote down the
committee amendment, you have voted up the Norris resolution,
and if you vote up the committee amendment you have voted
down the Norris resolution. It produces exactly the same
result and accomplishes the same purpose.

Mr DAVIS. But that still does not give us an opportunity
to vote upon the alternative proposition.

Mr. SNELL. It seems to me it does. I do not see why it
does mot.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama.

Mr. SNELL. Yes.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I think if we are to get legisla-
tion at this session Members of the House and Senate must
understand that this legislation is a give-and-take proposition.
You can not, with the House stubbornly insisting on one thing
and the Senate another, ever reach any agreement at this
session ; and, to avoid this, I feel the Committee on Rules should
see the wisdom of encouraging a conservative attitude on the
part of Members in the discussion of this important subject,
s0 that we may at least provide the basis of an agreement
between Senate and House at thig session. If the only alterna-
tive is to vote down what the Committee on Military Affairs of
the House has reported and vote down the Senate proposition,
then you have reached, I fear, a point where you can not
impliedly instruct your conferees to enter the conference in a
fair spirit of give and take.

Mr. SNELL. As a matter of fact, on one hand, we have a
Government-operation proposition, and, on the other hand, a
leasing proposition; and it is up to the House to decide which
one they want.

Mr., OLIVER of Alabama.
frank about this——

Mr. SNELL, Certainly. I have nothing to conceal about the
matter so far as I am concerned.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. The members of the Committee on
Military Affairs were quite free when they first came to consider
this bill to say that it might be well to give consideration to the
Senate bill as an alternate plan. Some Members who are con-
fident that this measure, reported by the House Military Affairs
Committee, is all right—and I think the gentleman has ex-
pressed that view—yet there are others who doubt that it will
work, and they desire to be privileged to offer the Senate bill
as an alternate plan, yet under the rule the gentleman now
offers that question can not probably be considered.

Mr. SNELL. I do not want the gentleman to take up all my
time. I have been very generous in yielding to the gentleman.

Will the gentleman yield?

We might as well be perfectly

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield for a question?
Mr. SNELL. Yes.
Mr. CRISP. I want to ask the gentleman a parliamentary

gquestion, because a good many of the Members have asked me
about it since an amendment to the rule has been adopted. Of
course, there are many men on this side who will desire to
offer an amendment to the Reece amendment, providing the
alternate proposition of the Norris resolution. I am not asking
the gentleman to express any opinion as to the parliamentary
situation with respect to whether that would be in order or
not, and neither would I ask the Speaker, but I do want to
ask the gentleman this question: It was not the intention of
the Committee on Rules in offering the amendment providing
that the Reece amendment should be considered in the Com-
mittee of the Whole as an original bill to in any way curtail
germane amendments that might have been offered to the Reece
amendment if it were considered in the Committee of the Whole
as one amendment?

Mr. SNELL. The purpose was exactly the opposite of that.
The purpose was to open it up and give more liberal opportu-
nity for amendment.

Mr. CRISP. I did not think the gentleman had that inten-
tion, and I asked the gquestion simply to clarify the question.

Mr, SNELL. There is absolutely no question about that.

Mr. CRISP. And any amendment to the original amendment
that would bave been germane if the amendment to the rule
had not been offered would be germane now?

Mr. SNELL. Yes.

Mr, CRISP. I think so, too.

Mr. SNELIL., This is to give more liberal consideration of
the amendment.

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Will the gentleman yield for a question
on the rule?

Mr. SBNELL. Yes.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. We all see the necessity of discussion of
this very important measure. Would the gentleman permit the
offering of an amendment making the time of general debate six
hours instead of three hours? .
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Mr. SNELL. No; I would rather have youn take up more time
under the 5-minute rule,

I reserve the balance of my time, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. BANKHEAD].

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield eight minutes to the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. ArLMon].

Mr. ALMON. Mr. Speaker, while Muscle Shoals is in the
district which I have the honor to represent, still it is not a
local development. It belongs to the people of the Nation, and
each of you has the same interest in it that I have.

I shall support a number of amendments which I am expecting
will be offered and hope the same will be adopted. Unless
something better than this bill is offered by way of amendment
or motion to recommit, I will probably vote for the same, not
because it suits me in all respects but in order to send it to
conference with the hope and expectation that it will be very
much improved and that the conferees’ report will be adopted
and that these plants which have been idle since the World War
ended will be placed in operation, and a large number of those
who are unemployed will be given employment. The nitrate
plants and the hydroelectric development at Muscle Shoals, as
you will see from those pictures, constitute one unit. The dam
and power house were constructed to generate power-with which
to operate the nitrate plants,

It has been the policy of the Commitiee on Military Affairs
of the House in all bills providing for the leasing of this prop-
erty to make one leaze of the power development and the
fertilizer plants. This bill provides for one or more leases of
this property, and, personally, I would like to see the Govern-
ment retain the hydroelectric development and lease the plants,
provided a satisfactory lease could be secured, one that would
be fair to the Government and the farmers; but the indications
are that this can not be accomplished at this time, I would
like to see the bill amended so as to bind the lessee to manu-
facture fertilizer on a basis that will soon increase the produe-
tion from 10,000 tons to 40,000 tons annually. I also think the
bill should be amended so as to make certain that the nitrate
plants at Muscle Shoals be used in the manufacture of fertilizer,
and would like to see the bill amended so that any contract for
surplus power that might be leased to any power company be
canceled on two years' notice if any munieipality, county, or
State should file application for the purchase of this power.
The bill does prohibit the leasing of the power until the nitrate
plants have been leased.

I have always thought that the Cove Creek Dam at the head-
water of the Tennessee River should be constructed, owned,
and operated by the Government for the reason that it is a
storage dam, and I believe that it would be utilized more advan-
tageously to prevent floods and improve navigation by the Gov-
ernment than by a lessee. However, I realize that the majority
party is opposed to the construction of this dam by the Govern-
ment, and in order that it may be developed I vote that it be
built by the lessee with provision for supervision by the Gov-
ernment so that the stored water will be retained to prevent
floods and when not needed for navigation, and that it will be
released during the low-water stages of the river as it will
practically double the power of all dams to the mouth of the
river. I would also like to see the leasing board to be appointed
by the President be confirmed by the Senate, and that it be
made a permanent board instead of temporary, in order that
the board might supervise the performance of any lease or
leases that might be made.

1 would also like to see the bill amended here or in confer-
ence so as to provide an alternative plan for Government opera-
tion in the event a lease or leases are not made within the
stipulated time.

I think that December 31, 1931, is too long a time to give the
leasing board to make leases of this property. It seems to me
that six months' time after the bill has been passed and
approved by the President is sufficient time in which to nego-
tiate leases. This might be satisfactorily arranged in conference
if it is not amended in the House,

In Germany and France the war nitrogen plants were placed
in operation after the war for the benefit of agriculture, some
owned and operated by the Government and some by private
capital. They have been so successful that Germany no longer
imports Chilean nitrates but has become a large exporter of
nitrates and fertilizer. We are hmporting it into this country.
Since 1880 there has been imported into the United States
21,923,471 long tons of Chilean nitrate, for which there was paid
$857,595,089: and, in addition thereto, an export tax to the
Chilean Government of $12.53 per long ton, which amounted to
$274,691,091. The most of this Chilean nitrate was bought and
paid for by the farmers for fertilizer purposes,




1930

In 1928 there was imported 1,018,183 long tons of nitrate of
soda at a cost of $36,261,804 and an additional sum of $12,757,-
000 as an export tax.

The bill, as reported by the committee, expressly prohibits the
leasing of any of the surplus power to a power company Or any-
one interested in or connected with a power company until after
the demands of the municipalities, counties, States, and indus-
tries shall have been exhausted, I am especially in favor of
such a provision,

Chile has had a monopoly of the world supply of natural
nitrate of soda since the war of the Pacific when the mnitrate
Provinces of Bolivia and Peru were granted to Chile under the
treaty of Ancon.

What Germany has done could and should be done in the
United States by placing these nitrogen plants at Muscle Shoals
in operation. [Applause.] This plant No. 2 at Muscle Shoals
is one of the largest and the best air-nitrogen plants in the
world and is the only one not in operation.

The use of the cyanamide process for the fixation of atmos-
pherie¢ nitrogen is the best process for a location like Muscle
Shoals, where there is an abundance of cheap power., There
was some propaganda sent out by selfish interests a few years
ago to the effect that this plant was obsolete, but it was dis-
proven and we no longer hear of such a claim.

I visited a plant like this, though not more than one-half the
gize, at Niagara Falls, Canada, two or three years ago, and
found that it was being operated very successfully. Many
plants in Europe are using this process very successfully. The
synthetic process requires less power, but it is not being used
in this country for agricultural purposes. The farmers use
7,000,000 tons of fertilizer annually in the United States in
normil times, This plant has a capacity of about 40 per cent
of that amount. It has been admitted by a representative of the
Chilean Nitrate Corporaticn before one of the committees in
Congress that if this Muscle Shoals plant was placed in opera-
tion it could manufacture nitrogen and nitrogenous fertilizer
for about one-third to one-half cheaper than Chilean nitrate,
and that the price it was sold for would control the price of
Chilean nitrate, and in this way the farmers of the United
States could be saved about one-half the price they are paying
for Chilean nitrate. So the operation of this plant would not
be in competition with anyone except the Chilean nitrate trusts.

The fertility of the soil in pearly all parts of our country is
being depleted by continuous cropping and, hence, our farmers
are forced to use fertilizer. They are required to pay more
for fertilizer than they can afford to when you consider the
price they receive for the crops raised by the use of fertilizer, so
that the proper operation of this plant means real farm relief.
The nitrate plants will be of no advantage for national defense
unless operated in peace times. They would rust out and be-
come cbsolescent.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Alabama
has expired.

Mr. ALMON. My time has expired, but I shall have some-
thing more to say in regard to this measure when it is read for
amendment under the 5-minute rule. [Applause.] X

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 minutes to the gentle-
man from Arizona [Mr. Doucras]. [Applause.]

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentle-
men of the House, the task of explaining the provisions of the
bill has been imposed upon me. I have not sought it. I shall
attempt to give you as fair and honest a statement of what we
congider to be the meaning of the language of the bill as it
is possible for me to do. If I should make any mistakes, or if
I should eliminate or not state any provision in the bill, I assure
you that it will be inadvertently done.

Generally speaking, there have been two classes of proposals
for the disposition of Muscle Shoals, which Congress has consid-
ered during the course of the last decade. The first class is
that which invelves the making of a legislative lease. The sec-
ond class is that which provides for Government cperation. The
gentleman from New York [Mr. Sngrpr] has explained quite
fully the difficulties of drafting and negotiating a legislative
lease.

The Committee on Military Affairs felt that every effort had
not been exhausted to effect a lease. Therefore, it was not will-
ingz to advoeate Government operation, and =o it sought a third
method of disposing of Muscle Shoals, namely, an authorization
for a lease. I ask the Members of the House in criticizing the
bill to bear the following distinction in mind. A lease should
be drawn in such language as to meet all possible eventualities,
and so as to state definitely the terms and limitations under
which the lessee must operate, An authorization for a lease is
something different. It is something which merely directs some
one else to draft and negotiate a lease. It, in itself, does not
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purport to be a lease. So that in cases in which the language
of this bill is rather broad, bear in mind that it does not purport
to be a lease. It is nothing more or less than a direction to
somebody else to make a lease and to redraft into legal language
the general principles and provisions enumerated in the
direction.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. The legal significance would be
this, that it is a power of attorney fo agents of the Congress to
do certain things.

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona, Exactly, If Members of the
House will bear that distinction in mind, I think that certain
doubts which have arisen may possibly be cleared away.

When one bears in mind the various conflicting opinions with
respect to the disposal of Muscle Shoals, one will have some
conception of the difficulties which have been in the way of
the Committee on Military Affairs in its attempt to draft legis-
lation which will adequately take care of any disposition of the
properties. Bear in mind that there are some Members of the
House who feel that this property should be utilized solely for
the purpose of generating power, and, after it has been gener-
ated, for the distribution of that power. There are other Mem-
bers of the House who feel that the property should be utilized
solely for the production of fertilizer. There are other Mem-
bers who feel there should not be one pound of fertilizer pro-
duced at Muscle Shoals. Then there are those who have felt,
and I think quite properly, that in so far as the construction
of the Cove Creek Dam is involved in the disposal of these
properties the State of Tennessee has certain rights which should
be recognized. Those different opinions in this House have cre-
ated a situation which, I think, you will admit has been difficult
to meet. And there is one further difficulty which is probably
as great as the others, and possibly even greater, That is the
changes which have in the past taken place, and which doubtless
will take place in the future with respect to new scientific proe-
esses for the production of various commodities, and, in this
particular case, the particular commodities which are to be pro-
duced at Muscle Shoals. No one on the fioor of this House is
able to prognosticate what will take place within the course of
the next half decade. And so when one considers all those
various factors, human as well as material, I think he will
agree with me that the problem has not been an easy one.

The Committee on Military Affairs has drafted, as I have
implied, a bill which authorizes somebody else to lease the
Musele Shoals property. There are several principles expressed
in the language of the bill. The first one is that these proper-
ties at Muscle Shoals are to be dedicated, if the properties are
as a matter of scientific fact adapted to it, to the production of
fertilizer. If they are not adapted to the production of ferti-
lizer, it seemed to the Committee on Military Affairs to be the
height of folly to compel their utilization for an uneconomic
purpose. If the properties be adapted to the production of
fertilizer, then they are to be dedicated to that purpose. The
provisions of the authorization with respect to fertilizer are as
follows: If they are adapted, the lessee must produce annually
a given amount, the amount to be determined by the leasing
board, of fertilizer of a quality and character which ecan be
applied immediately to the soil.

Secondly, it is provided that the lease must compel the lessee
to produce within the first three and a half years an amount
of fertilizer which shall contain a minimum of 10,000 tons of
nitrogen. Thirdly, the lease must compel the lessee to produce
fertilizer containing nitrogen in amounts equal to the maximum
capacity of the plant. The increase in production is not to be
at one time but is to be spread out over a period of years, so
as to meet the market and economic conditions. And fourthly,
it is provided that if the market and economic conditions are
such as not to demand the production of fertilizer containing
nitrogen in amounts eguivalent to the maximum ecapacity of the
plant, or any amount less than that, then there must be main-
tained in storage for sale fertilizer containing 2,500 tons' of
nitrogen.

I think that is a fair statement of the provisions in the bill
respecting fertilizer. If I have made any mistake I hope I
may be corrected.

Mr. WRIGHT. I call the gentleman's attention to subdi-
vision (a) on page 24 of the bill. In the first part of this
section it is provided that any econtract as to the lease—

Of the United States properties adapted to the fixation of nitrogen in
the manufacture of fertilizer bases or fertilizers in time of peace for
sale for use in agriculture—

shall be of a character that can be applied to the soil and shall
contain a provision that the lessee shall within three years and
six months produce such fertilizers containing not less than
10,000 tons of fixed nitrogen and periodically there shall be an
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increase, but you simply provide that this increase shall relate
to nitrogen alone and not the character of fertilizer refined in
the first part of the subdivision. Was that the intention of the
committee, or was it the intention of the committee that the
periodiec inerease would be a fertilizer of the kind required within
the first three and a half years?

Mr, DOUGLAS of Arizona. I did not so construe the lan-
guage of that first section. As I understand subsection (a)—
and if there is any disagreement on the part of the committee
with my understanding I wish it would be stated—the plants,
if adapted to the production of fertilizer, shall be used. If they
are adapted, the lessee must produce annually an amount of
fertilizer containing nitrogen which can be applied immediately
to the soil. The demand and market conditions have nothing
to do with that proviso, but the amount is to be fixed by the
board.

Mr. WRIGHT. The periodic increase shall be of the same
kind of fertilizer?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Not necessarily.

Mr. McSWAIN. Before the gentleman commits himself on
that, will he let me make this observation?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Yes.

Mr, McSWAIN. Was it not the intention of the committee
that the periodic increases should consist of fertilizer, nitro-
genous in character, and the word * nitrogen” was used there
merely for the purpose of deseribing the inerease? Would it
not clarify the language and meet the objection, and would it
not be a perfecting amendment, to say that there shall be such
periodic increase in fertilizer bases rather than in fixed
nitrogen?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona, I agree with the gentleman in
his interpretation of the langunage. If one limited it to ferti-
lizer and did not preseribe that a certain amount of nitrogen
should be in the fertilizer, then it would be possible under the
language of the amendment to produce a fertilizer containing
no nitrogen at all.

Mr. McSWAIN. Or it may be a fertilizer having a ridicu-
lously low minimum of nitrogen?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Yes.

Mr. McSWAIN. It is my purpose to offer an amendment to
strike out the *fixed nitrogen” and insert *such fertilizer
bases or fertilizer.”

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. I think there is an understand-
ing between us with respect to interpretation.

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Yes.

Mr. GARRETT. In the gentleman's original statement he
spoke of the aptitude of this property for the manufacture of
fertilizer., Do I understand the gentleman to mean that the
board created under this bill could declare that the property
is not adapted to the production of fertilizer, and thus abso-
lutely destroy the fertilizer feature of this project?

Mr, DOUGLAS of Arizona, So far as the increase is con-
cerned, that is true.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman
from Arizona has expired.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman two
nrinutes maore,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Arizona
is recognized for two minutes more,

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Yes,

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I wanted to ask a question in line
with the one asked by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GArrerT].
I note that the gentleman has emphasized the fact that if the
property is not economically adapted to the produection of fer-
tilizer it should not be used for that purpose. Fromr that I
infer that the board will have authority, notwithstanding cer-
tain definite limitations in the bill, to limit the production of
the plant to a mere negligible amount if it should conclude that
it is not economically adapted for fertilizer production.

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. May I interpolate this remark?

Mr, OLIVER of Alabama. Yes.

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. The use of the word “adapted,”
as it is modified, on page 25, lines 11 and 12, by the language
Is this:

As the leasing board may find to be economically adapted or sus-
ceptible of being made economically adapted to the fixation of nitrogen.

It is probably true, although I would not state this as a
definite opinion, that in regard to plant No. 1 and plant No. 2
they will have to be renovated to some extent to make them
economically adapted to the production of fertilizer.

Mr, OLIVER of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. I yield.
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Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. The gentleman has been quite
frank in answering the question and has referred to language
on page 24, which he thinks supports his interpretation of the
bill as eonferring broad authority on the board in reference to
the manufacture of fertilizer. If the gentleman is correct as
to the attitude of the committee, and as to the interpretation of
the bill in that regard, then the language on page 43, lines 1, 2,
and 3, I submit has little, if any, meaning, and perhaps should
be stricken ont. The language is:

Provided, That in negotiating such lease or leases, or in making such
change in an existing lease, the board shall consider the principles
herein enumerated and shall be bound by the limitation herein set
forth, but shall have no authority to alter the requirements as to
quantity and quality production of fertilizer bases or fertilizers.

I was glad to find that language in the bill, because I felt
that this bill in creating a power of attorney, giving the board
very broad authority, at least carried a limitation in the interest
of agriculture in the language just read. If, however, that pro-
vision may be interpreted as meaning that the board can com-
ply therewith by simply demanding that a minimum amount, an
infinitesimal amount of fertilizer ingredients, be manufactured,
then that language would have no real meaning.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from
Arizona has expired.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman one ad-
ditional minute.

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. May I reply in this way, sir, that
subsection (a) of section 2 hinges entirely upon the adaptability
of these properties to the production of fertilizer? If they are
adapted or if either of them is adapted, then these things must
be done.

Mr. GARRETT. Who decides the question of adaptability?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. The board; but if both of them
are not adapted to the production of fertilizer, then, as I con-
strue this language, the production of fertilizer is not com-
pulsory.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman
from Arizona has again expired.

Mr. SNELL. I yield the gentleman one additional minute, so
that the gentleman from Iowa may ask him a question.

Mr. THURSTON. The gentleman is a distingnished engineer
and has a decided advantage over the average Member in con-
sidering a subject of this character. But, granted that the
Cove Creeck Dam is built and will cost from $37,000,000 to
$40,000,000, will the gentleman explain the advantage to the
Federal Government in taking such a sum from the revenues to
be applied in that manner?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. May I say that some time later
on I think the chairman of the committee is to yield me addi-
tional time to continue the explanation of the bill. If the gen-
tleman can wait until that time, I would be delighted to try to
answer his question. :

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has
again expired.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. McSwAirx], memder of the
committee,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from South
Carolina is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, I greatly regret that there was
a difference of opinion between myself and other members of the
subcommittee which prepared this bill for the full committee,
but I think our differences may be restricted to two particular
questions. The first question relates to the matter of the divisi-
bility of the property for purposes of leasing.

It is my understanding of the nature of the property, after
personal inspection and study of it for several years, that its
divisibility into two or more parts, to be leased to two or more
lessees, will militate against the advantageous leasing of the
property for the purposes of agriculture.

In other words, the power feature is very attractive. The
fertilizer end of it is unattractive. It has been the policy of the
Committee on Military Affairs from the very beginning to insist
that these two shall be tied together, so that fertilizer shall
ride, as it were, upon the economic and financial benefits of
power, so that whoever wants the advantage of power shall also
at the same time take the disadvantage of fertilizer. [Ap-
planse.]

Mr, HILL of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McSWAIN. I yield.

Mr. HILL of Alabama.
nitrogen there is no power?

Mr. MoSWAIN. Of course, that is what I mean,
nitrogen is the base of fertilizer.

Mr, SNELL. Will the gentleman yield?

In other words, unless they make

Of course,
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Mr, McSWAIN. T yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SNELL. What does the gentleman mean by “ disadvan-
tage of fertilizer "?

Mr. McSWAIN. I mean, as I stated, that the manufacture of
fertilizer as a separate business at Muscle Shoals, is no more at-
tractive there than it is in Baltimore, or Charleston, or Rich-
mond. It has in itself no inherent attraction to induce capital
to go to Muscle Shoals to start the manufacture of fertilizer. It
has, therefore, always been the policy of the committee from the
very first, when the gentleman from Washington [Mr. Mirtrer]
was a member of the committee that the lease should be made
to one party. You will find a report of our committee signed by
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. Mririer], by the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. Quin], and by the present Senator from
VYermont [Mr. GrReENE], and a number of others, in 1922, to the
effect that all parts of this entire proposition should go together,
and that the lease should be made to one and to one person only.

Mr. WURZBACH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McSWAIN. 1 yield.

Mr. WURZBACH. It is true, however, that this bill provides
that the power can not be leased unless the nitrate plants are
also leased; and it is also true that in this bill this board has
the option of leasing either in whole or in part?

Mr. McSWAIN. That is absolutely true, but while that is
categorically true what I fear is this, as stated in the views I
filed separately, that a man of straw might be put up to take the
fertilizer lease and thereby make it possible for some one else to
take the power lease; in other words, to set the machinery in
motion to unlock the operation of the bill. And the man of straw
in a few years, after the expiration of the first five years, which
is guaranteed by a performance bond, will fade out of the pie-
ture, and thus the fertilizer aspect would disappear forever.
That is what I fear.

Now, gentlemen, of course, I recognize that discretion must
be vested somewhere. I think if I were one of the three gen-
tlemen appointed by the President, there never would be a lease
signed unless it took care of the fixation of nitrogen for agri-
cultural purposes. But we do not know who they will be, and
it is now in our power, if we exercise that power, to say that
the produection of nitrogen for agricultural purposes shall be
guaranteed by the advantages and benefits which accrue from
POWeT.

Mr. RRIGGS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McSWAIN. Yes.

Mr. BRIGGS. It is my understanding, however, that it is
now left to this commission to determine whether it is feasible
to produce nitrates at this point. Why did not the committee
determine that matter in advance for itself and let Congress
determine it instead of leaving it to this leasing commission?

Mr. McSWAIN. I will say to the gentleman that I doubt if
very many Members of Congress have ever visited Muscle
Shoals. I have visited there, but I am not a scientist; I am
not a chemist; and I can not say legislatively that nitrate plant
No. 1 or nitrate plant No. 2 will fix nitrogen so economically
that it will be advantageous for fertilizer. I can not say that
legislatively. It is a scientific problem and there will neces-
sarily be a great deal of talk about it.

Mr. BRIGGS. But would not the commission have to de-
pend upon the same source of information that this committee
and the Congress would have to depend upon in reaching that
conclusion ?

Mr., McSWAIN. Certainly.
opportunity we do not have.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McSWAIN. Yes.

Mr. HILL of Alabama, But the gentleman would absolutely
insist upon having a guaranteed minimum annual production of
nitrogen?

Mr. McSWAIN. Yes. I will say to the gentleman I have
in my hand a bill which represents my idea of how the matter
ought to be solved. It is H. R. 12097, which is printed in this
morning's Recoep for the information of the House, and at the
proper time I propose to ask that this bill be substituted for
the entire proposition pending in the amendment offered by the
committee, and it will be up to the House as in Committee of
the Whole to say whether or not that substitute will be in
order.

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McSWAIN. Yes.

Mr, SNELL. Would the gentleman think it would be good
legislation to insist on having nitrates manufactured at Muscle
Shoals if it were proved not to be feasible and that they could
be manufactured cheaper at any other point in that locality?

Mr. McSWAIN. Certainly not.

Mr. SNELL. Then why does the gentleman insist upon hav-
ing them manufactured there?

But the three men will have an
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Mr. McSWAIN. For this reason: I provide in this bill that
they must make a minimum amount of nitrogenous plant food
and a minimum amount each year of fixed nitrogen, provided
it will sell, but if it will not sell, then, of course, the fertilizer
feature must fade out. If that cost element is audited and
checked, as it will be, it is my belief it will sell; it is my
belief that nitrogen made at Muscle Shoals will be from 25
per cent to 40 per cent cheaper than it is now being sold on the
market, and it is my belief that if we put the two things under
one head and tie them together it will break the back of the
Chilean nitrate trust that has been riding upon the backs of
the farmers of the world for almost 50 years. The farmers of
America in the last 50 years have paid to the Chilean Govern-
ment $265,000,000 in export duties on Chilean nitrate, of which
the Chilean Government has an absolute monopoly. The
farmers and the people of the whole world must have paid
$1,000,000,000 in export duties to the Chilean Government,
[Applause.]

Mr. COX. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McSWAIN. Yes.

Mr. COX. I would like some information with reference to
the language appearing in the second paragraph of the first
section of the bill. The language is:

The leasing board is hereby directed to appoint appralsers—

And so forth, who shall appraise the property, which appraise-
ment—

shall represent the present fair value of United States properties in-
volved.

I am sure it must have occurred to the gentleman that what
is done with respect to fixing the present fair value of the
property will largely determine the question of the benefits
flowing to the farmer through cheap fertilizer. Now, this is my
gquestion: Value is a relative term. What is meant by “ pres-
ent fair value "? Is it the value of the thing in use or is it its
value in exchange?

Mr. McSWAIN. Well, the gentleman has gone into refine-
ments on which I can not follow him. I undertake to say in
my bill the present fair, reasonable, and economic value. I do
not know what that means, and it is simply left to the common
sense, the practical business judgment, of the appraisers, to
be approved by the board, to say what is the fair and reason-
able value.

Mr. COX. Does the gentleman not agree that the fertilizer
feature of this bill depends upon the action of the board in
determining the value of the thing?

Mr. McSWAIN. Not necessarily, because the bill provides
that those parts of the plant used for the fixation of nitrogen
for agricultural purposes shall not be compelled to contribute
to any amortization fund whatever. It goes scof-free of such
obligation and is only compelled to pay a reasonable rental for
the use of the property.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from South
Carolina has expired.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman three
more minutes.

Mr. COX. May I continue the question?

Mr. McSWAIN. Make it a definite question, please.

Mr. COX. What is the basis of fixing the true, fair value
of the property? Do you take into consideration the cost of
the thing, the revenue that has been obtained, the losses sus-
tained, or will the commission or the board be governed by the
purposes of the act?

Mr. MocSWAIN. I do not know what will be taken into con-
sideration, and the Congress or the legislative body can not
know. We can not say what the value of that property is.
All we can know, perhaps, is what it has cost.

Mr. COX. If the board fixes the fair value of the property,
whatever basis of calculation may be adopted by the board,
at $50,000,000, does the gentleman not agree that there will not
be any possibility of getting fertilizer at a price competitive
with the products of private manufacturers?

Mr. McSWAIN. No; I do not. I say that the Wilson Dam
itself is worth in the neighborhood of $50,000,000, on an eco-
nomic basis, for the production of power, and if that be the
basis of valuation, then the entire nitrate plants, No. 1 and
No. 2, would go free of assessment or valuation. I think that
property must be worth somewhere between $60,000,000 and
$75.000,000; but that is simply my judgment. I do not know.

Mr. COX. But fixing the value at $50,000,000 or $60,000,000
means we will get no cheap fertilizer, because that represents
the investinent upon which the Government, under its lease,
must have a return.

Mr. McSWAIN. But the bill does not say what the return
must be. It only says a 4 per cent amortization fund on a
50-year basis. It does not suy what the rent shall be, and
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when I figure that the cost of nitrogen for agricultural pur-
poses will be cut from 25 per cent to 40 per cent, I figure on
an assumed valuation of between $60,000,000 and §75,000,000.

Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McSWAIN. Yes.

Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. The gentleman, to a certain
extent, has anticipated my question. There may be a contract
made as to fertilizer and a different one made as to electrical
energy, and the contract with respect to fertilizer may fall down,
and the fertilizer company become insolvent, and still part of
the plant may be operated by another company under a 50-year
lease for the creation of electrical emergy. That is the real
danger in the bill, is it not?

Mr, McSWAIN., That is the danger in the bill, as I have
pointed out time and again.

Mr, BANKHEAD. Speaking from the standpoint of the de-
velopment of fertilizer for the benefit of the farmers in some
substantial quantity, after the gentleman has analyzed the pro-
visions of the so-called Norris bill with respect to its features
in regard to the manufacture of fertilizer and the pending com-
mittee bill before the House upon that same feature, assuming
that a bill should be passed and a lease made, which of these
two bills, in the gentleman’s opinion, provides the best assur-
ance for the production of fertilizer that we have all been
seeking?

Mr. McSWAIN. That is on the assumption that the Norris
hill becomes law as it now stands written here, or that this
bill becomes law as it is written here. As between the two, the
best bet for the farmer is the bill that this committee has
brought in [applause], because the Norris bill does not provide
for fertilizer to be sold to the farmers of this country., You
will not find in the Norris bill, as it is written, any provision for
the sale of fertilizer.

Mr. COX. Baut the Norris bill does provide that some part of
the property shall be devoted to the manufacture of fertilizer.

Mr. McSWAIN. For experimental purposes only, and it does
not provide that one pound shall be sold. You will not find in
the bill where one pound is to be sold to the farmers of this
country. It is for experimental purposes only.

Now, I sat in this subcommittee as a member, and I want to
say there are in this bill some provisions that are better than
have ever been in any bill that has been before the Congress
with reference to the disposal of Muscle Shoals. One of them
is—and I call your attention to this, gentlemen, and it is im-
portant—I am trying to be fair about this. I want to be fair.
I want to see this problem settled, and that is the reason I am
going to offer the substitute at the proper time to dispose of
the whole thing forever. One of the features that is highly
important is a direction that in making the leases the negotia-
tors and the President shall take into consideration the value
of secondary power.

For 50 per cent of the time there are 265,000 horsepower sus-
ceptible of being developed at Wilson Dam alone. Now, when-
ever we have had lessees before us, such as the Henry Ford
offer, the Cynamid offer, or any other, the whole negofiation
has been on the basis of the quantity and the value of the prime
power only, which is about 78,000 horsepower, and when we
were talking to the Cyanamid people they would not think of
considering the value of this 260,000 horsepower 50 per cent
of the time.

Mr. WRIGHT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McSWAIN. Yes.

Mr. WRIGHT. The gentleman stated, in effect, that as a
fertilizer-manufacturing proposition Muscle Shoals would not be
any more attractive than other points.

Mr. McSWAIN. Not any more than Washington, D. C.,, and
maybe not =0 much.

Mr. WRIGHT. Baut the power proposition is attractive?

Mr. McSWAIN. Very attractive, in my humble judgment.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from South Caro-
lina has again expired.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. S8peaker, I yield the remainder of my
time to the gentleman from South Carolina in order that he
may answer some questions,

Mr. WRIGHT. Does not the gentleman mean by that state-
ment that this proposed lease ties the lessee down to an 8 per
cent profit in the fertilizer he produces and sells?

Mr. McSWAIN. Yes.

Mr. WRIGHT. And, if under such terms he had to go there
and lease or buy power at the market price, it would not be
attractive with that kind of proposition, because he is tied down
to a profit of 8 per cent.

Mr. McSWAIN. That has been the opinion of the committee
for 10 years.
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Mr. WRIGHT. And the real incentive or the real reason a
lessee would go there to manufacture fertilizer would be for
the advantage he would get out of the power?

Mr. McSWAIN. Yes.

Mr. WRIGHT. And that is why the gentleman thinks they
ought to be tied together?

Mr. McSWAIN. Yes. And this is a consideration we must
not forget. The more nitrogen we fix for fertilizer in time of
peace, the better prepared we are for the fixation of nitrogen
in time of war, and all the battleships in the world, irrespective
of any limitation of naval armament, are powerless without
either synthetic nitrogen made in some such place as this or
nature's nitrogen in Chile.

Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee. In the course of the subcommit-
tee's deliberation, did they at one time give serious consideration
to reporting an alternative bill?

Mr. McSWAIN. The gentleman must not ask me that ques-
tion. I said a lot of things that I do not want to talk about.
I got mad at times and I would not want the Recorp to show
what I then said. It is best not to go into the committee pro-
ceedings.

Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee. Did not they go to the expense
of providing a committee print for an alternative proposition?

Mr. MOSWAIN. Oh, they had committee prints.

Mr, OLIVER of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr., McSWAIN. Yes.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I have been greatly impressed
with the gentleman's interesting report appearing in the Recorp
thi::l linorning. I wish to ask every Member of the House to
read it.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from South
Carolina has expired.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I move the previons question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu-
tion.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr, RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolyve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union for the consideration of Senate Joint Resolution 49, to
provide for the national defense by the creation of a corpora-
tion for the operation of the Government properties at or
near Muscle Shoals, in the State of Alabama, and for other
purposes,

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. MApEs in
the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of Senate
Joint Resolution 49, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read the title of the joint resolution,

Mr, RANSLEY., Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the first reading of the joint resolution be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule there are three hours for
general debate.

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. WURZBACH .

Mr. WURZBACH. Mr. Chairman, Congress has had the mat-
ter of the disposition of Muscle Shoals before it for over 10
years. I am going to prophesy that unless the Members of the
House get together in a spirit of compromise that it will be
another 10 years before this great problem is disposed of.

Now, it is impossible to discuss this bill in detail in 10 or 15
minutes, or even in one hour. The bill is written in plain lan-
guage. The report removes any doubt as to the meaning of the
bill. There is nothing concealed. The House does not have to
construe the language of the bill. It needs no construction. It
is simply a matter of passing judgment upon the merits or de-
merits of the bill.

The bill provides generally for the leasing of what is known as
the Muscle Shoals property for a period of 50 years, and au-
thorizes the President to appoint a board of three members to
make disposition of it within the general limits prescribed in
the bill. It provides first for large-quantity manufacture of fer-

tilizer. That is, in my opinion, its most important feature, and
that is the proposition upon which this whole Muscle Shoals
question has been sold to the farmers of the country, and we
should insist upon that feature being kept predominant.

It provides for national defense. It provides for the construc-
tion at the initial, but not the nltimate total expense of lessees,
of Cove Creek Dam, except that the Government indirectly con-
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tributes to lessees a part of that expense chargeable to flood
control and improved navigation of the Tennessee River.

The objection might be made to the requirement that the
Government pay a part of the construction cost of Cove Creek
Dam, but it must be remembered not only that such contribu-
tion is fully justified on account of the benefits that will result
from flood control as affecting the Tennessee Valley and on
down the Mississippi River to the Gulf of Mexico and of navi-
gation of the Tennessee River, but it must also not be for-
gotten that the power increase of Government-owned Wilson
Dam resulting from the construction of Cove Creek Dam will
be so great that it will more than compensate the Government
for its contribution to flood eontrol and navigation. I do not
believe there will be any difficulty in leasing this property
because of the fact that the lessee must build Cove Creek Dam.
If, as is conceded, power is the most attractive and most profit-
able portion of the Muscle Shoals properties, then manifestly a
doubling of that power will not hinder it but help the leasing
of it. Except for the Government’s contribution as aforesaid
for flood control and navigation, it has no other expense in this
bill except the additional administrative expenses, which are
comparatively nominal and will continue for a very limited
period, and which are probably less than the Government is
now paying for upkeep of the Muscle Shoals properties.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Would it interrupt the gentleman
if I should ask a guestion in that connection? Since the gen-
tleman has called attention to the fact that the Government
is vitally interested in the construction of Cove Creek Dam
becanse of the duty devolyving on the Government to improve
navigation and control the floods of the Tennessee and to in-
creage primary power at Dam No. 2, and since he estimates
that the increase of primary power at Dam No. 2 will more
than pay the cost of construecting Cove Creek Dam, why should
there be any objection to the Government constructing this
dam?

Mr, WURZBACH. I do not think there should be the slight-
est objection. Cove Creek Dam should by all means be con-
structed. It is the key to the whole proposition. It makes the
Muscle Shoals problem a national problem of national im-
portance,

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. The committee provides that it
must be so constructed and operated and maintained as to
benefit navigation, benefit flood control, and increase the pri-
mary power at Dam No. 2.

Mr. WURZBACH. Yes; that is true. And not only has the
Government no other expense than the expense just mentioned,
but this bill also provides that the Government shall be repaid
a part of its investment at Muscle S8hoals. The bill provides for
payment to the Government of the appraised value of all its
properties, except only so much of the property as is used in
fertilizer manufacture; and the bill also provides for payment
for the use of the property.

I listened with a great deal of interest to the remarks of my
good friend, the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. McSwAIN].
I do not see any real substantial conflict between his views and
the views of the rest of the committee. The gentleman from
South Carolina for the last eight or nine years has taken as
great, if not greater interest, in the matter of the proper solu-
tion of this difficult problem of the disposition or lease of Muscle
Shoals than has any other member of the Military Affairs Com-
mittee. He has offered many suggestions that are written in
this bill, and he has offered many criticisms, and his criticisms
have always been fair and constructive. If I had the time, I
believe I conld demonstrate that his objections are not so vital
as to cause him to oppose this bill in its present substantial
form or to influence any Member to vote against it.

It should be remembered that in writing this kind of a bill
it should not be made too inflexible. We have heretofore at-
tempted to write a leasing bill and have failed. If you make a
lease authorizing bill too inflexible, you destroy the very purpose
of it, in that you make it probably impossible for the board to
lease the property at all. I would much rather have less inflexi-
bility, because then we are only placing a larger discretion, and
consequent larger duty and responsibility upon the board. Hav-
ing confidence in the President and the board he will appoint,
I have no misgivings on that account. We delegate power when-
ever we enact any kind of legislation. We do that every day.
You' have got to trust someone to execute the laws that you
enact. Hvery time we enact a law another branch of the Gov-
ernment—the Executive—has to execute it. Why hesitate in
this kind of law? g

I have been a Member of the House for about 10 years. I
know the membership. I know that they are honest, patri-
otic, and wise, but I have not yet come to the conclusion that
there are only 531 honmest, patriotic, and wise men and women
in the United States, and that all of them have been elected
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to the House and the Senate. We must leave something to
the President and the board—some latitude, some judgment
and discretion. I am willing to trust the President, and to
trust him to select honest and capable members of the board.
He will be not only our agent appointed by this bill if it
becomes law, but he has also already been selected as the
agent of the American people. In the last election by a ma-
jority vote of 40 out of 48 States he was elected as the Chief
Executive of the Nation to execute the national law, and I am
ready now to trust him to cooperate with and to appoint the
right kind of a board, to carry out faithfully and patriotically
the legislative will as it is expressed in this bill.

Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee. Mr., Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. WURZBACH. I am sorry, but I can not. I am afraid
that it will be impossible in the allotted time to half cover
the case as it is. I think the country is peculiarly fortunate
in having just such a President as we have now to carry out
the provisions of this particular bill. He is recognized as
being one of the first 10 engineers in the world, and we may
rest assured that our constituents, whose agents also we are,
will not blame us if we intrust the execution of this contract
to their and our elected representative. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired.

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes more to
the gentleman from Texas,

Mr. WURZBACH. I want now to say only a word about the
objection raised by the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
MoSwaixn] that this bill does not require the leasing of all this
property to one lessee. I call attention that neither does it
declare that it shall be leased in parcels, It is left to the dis-
cretion of the board. They may find it advantageous to lease
all the property to only one lessee. They may find, on the other
hand, that it is more advantageous, or even necessary, to lease
to more than one lessee, and I am satisfied that if the board
finds that it can make a more advantageous lease to one lessee,
it will elect that course. That is another matter of discretion
that is, and should be, left to the board. I wish I had the time
now to discuss the alternative proposition which I understand
will be offered as an amendment, but my time is up and I shall
probably have time to discuss that when the bill is read under
the 5-minute rule,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has again expired.

Mr. QUIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. GARRETT].

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of the
comiittee, the question of Muscle Shoals has been before Con-
gress for a decade. During all of that time it has been con-
gidered by the Committee on Military Affairs, by virtue of the
jurisdiction that that committee acquired because of the na-
tional-defense feature of Muscle Shoals. During these 10 years
I have had but one prime object or, I might say two, in the dis-
position of Muscle Shoals. First, I want Muscle Shoals disposed
of in a way that will bring to the farmers of the country
cheaper and better fertilizer; and, second, in no event must it
ever pass into the hands of the power interest of the country
and become a mere power proposition.

Let our minds go back to 1916, when all America stood
aghast, as we gazed upon the great conflagration that involved
all Europe, when everyone, as they watched the flames mount
higher and higher, was asking themselves the guestion, “ Will
those terrible fagots fall on our shores?” In a short while the
awful gquestion was answered; they did, and our Nation was
drawn into that world catastrophe of sorrow, misery, and death.
Out of this, Muscle Shoals was born. -

Now, after 10 years’ agitation and delay, the Congress of the
United States comes again to consider Muscle Shoals and en-
deavor to answer the inquiry so often made: “ What shall we do
with it?”

The very creation of Muscle Shoals, therefore, grew out of a
military necessity on the part of the United States to prepare
for her national defense in the manufacture of nitrates to be
used for explosives in times of national emergency, and to save
her people from further extortions and exactions on the part of
the Chilean Nitrate Trust. While the European war was rag-
ing, which later became known as the World War, the United
States was brought face to face with the very serious guestion
that in the event we were drawn into this terrible world cstas-
trophe, “ Where would we get sufficient nitrates for the manu-
facture of munitions of war in the interest of our own national
defense?” and the Congress passed in June, 1916, what is known
as the national defense act, and section 124 of this act brought
Muscle Shoals into existence. Section 124 provides that:
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The President of the Unlted States iz hereby authorized and em-
powered to make, or eause to be made, such investigation as in his
judgment is necessary to determine the best, cheapest, and most avail-
able means for the production of nitrates and other products for muni-
tions of war and useful in the manufacture of fertilizers and other use-
ful produects by water power er any other power as in his judgment is
the best and cheapest to use; and is also hereby authorized and em-
powered to designate for the exclusive use of the United States, if in
his judgment such means is best and cheapest, such site or sites, upon
any navigable or nonnavigable river, or rivers, or upon the public lands,
ag in his opinion will be necessary for carrying cut the purposes of this
aet; and is further authorized to econstruct, maintain, and operate, at
or on any site or sites so designated, dams, locks, improvements to
navigation, power houses, and other plants and equipment or other
means than water power as in his judgment is the best and cheapest,
necessary, or convenient for the genmeration of electrical or other power
and for the production of nitrates or other products needed for muni-
tlons of war and useful in the manufaecture of fertilizers and other useful
products.

And under section 124 of that act Muscle Shoals came into
legislative existence. As you have seen, that act provided that
Muscle Shoals should be adapted to the manufacture of nitrates
for national defense and for the manufacture of fertilizer for
the farmer.

After the World War had been concluded by the signing of
the armistice and the treaties of peace by the belligerent na-
tions, the question immediately arose as to what the Government
would do with the gigantic plant constructed at Musele Shoals,
Ala., in accordance with section 124 of the national defense act.

The construction of Muscle Shoals, in round numbers, cost
the taxpayers of the United States over $160,000,000; this valu-
able property must not be lost to the farmers of America and to
the Government.

Various and sundry bills have been introduced in the Con-
gress of the United States for the disposition of Muscle Shoals,
running over a period of now about 10 years, and on account of
Muscle Shoals being linked with the national defense, all of
these bills have been referred to the Committee on Military
Affairs, beginning with the Ford offer for the lease of Muscle
Shoals. In the early consideration of all of these bills the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs deemed it necessary, in obedience
to the provision of the national defense act, to declare a policy
with reference fo the consideration of all bills providing for the
disposition of Muscle Shoals. To this end, in the early con-
sideration of this question, the Committee on Military Affairs
passed a resolution that it would not give serious consideration
to any bill providing for the purchase or lease or use of Muscle
Shoals, property of the Government of the United States, unless
it contained the fellowing fundamentals and essentials:

First. That the property shall at all times be subject to the
absolute right and control of the Government for the produetion
of nitrates or other ammunition components of munitions of
war, and that nitrate plant No. 2 must be kept available there-
for by the purchasers, lessees, or users of the property.

Second. That the purchasers, lessees, or users of the property
shall be obligated in the strictest terms to the manufacture and
sale to the public of fertilizers in time of peace,

Third. That any proposal for the purchase, lease, or use of
the Muscle Shoals property of the United States Government
must be for the entire property, except the so-called Gorgas
plant and the transmission line therefrom.

One of the essentials of the fundamentals heretofore laid down
by the Committee on Military Affairs was that whenever the
property at Muscle Shoals was leased to any person or corpo-
ration, that the lease must provide for the letting of the entire
property except the so-called Gorgas plant and the transmission
line therefrom.

The -present bill as now reported by the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs provides that the lease may be made for this prop-
erty or any part thereof for a period not to exceed 50 years.

If the Congress now proposes to segregate Muscle Shoals by
the passage of this act and lease a part of it, to wit: The
power, to one person or corporation, and another part, to wit:
The manufacture of fertilizer, to another person or corporation,
it is perfectly clear that the hydroelectrical power plant at
Muscle Shoals would become of first importance, and the ques-
tion of the manufacture of fertilizer to aid the farmers and
truck growers of the country to rehabilitate their worn-out
lands, would become of secondary importance, and in a short
while the fertilizer feature of Muscle Shoals would fade out
of the picture and the whole proposition would then pass into
the hands of the power interests. In fact, the bill that the
House is now considering is, in my opinion, nothing more nor
less than a bill for the disposition of the hydroelectric power
at Muscle Shoals, The consideration of this measure before
the Committee on Military Affairs at this time demonstrates
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| beyond the peradventure of a doubt that the question of the
disposition of the power at Muscle Shoals is of transcendent
importance as compared with the proposition for the manu-
facture of fertilizer for the farmers of this country. The
great political parties of this country are usually profuse in
their platform declarations in behalf of the downtrodden,
neglected farmers, and this applies to one party as much as to
the other.

Members of Congress go out upon the hustings and proclaim
their undying aliegiance to the men and women who till the soil
and feed and clothe the world, but when a great proposition
comes before us to bestow a real blessing upon those who drag
the cotton sacks between the rows and till the fields of corn,
wheat, tobacco, and rice, we seem to be afraid to do something
for the farmer for fear that we might be charged with being
guilty of putting the Government into business, forgetting that
in the disposition of Muscle Shoals we are dealing with the
property of the Government itself, a property, if you please, as
before stated, that has caused the taxpayers of this country,
ineluding the farmers as well as the others, $160,000,000, and
for 10 years we have permitted this property to lie idle, so far
as the farmer is concerned, and have permitted it to be leased
to the Alabama Power Co. on short-term leases from which that
company has, and is, and will continue to make millions of
dollars of profits. How much fertilizer, may I ask, does the
present bill require should be made? The present bill only re-
quires the lessees to produce, within three years and six months
from the date such lease or leases shall become effective, such
fertilizer basis or fertilizers containing not less than 10,000 tons
of fixed nitrogen. This, too, in the face of the fact that hereto-
fore the Committee on Military Affairs has never given serious
consideration to any lease of Muscle SBhoals which did not pro-
vide for at least 40,000 tons of fixed nitrogen per annum.

It is true that there is other language in the bill that might
indicate that the committee expects more than that amount to
be made, but the language with reference to such increases is so
vague and Indefinite that no one reading the act could reason-
ably expect that there would ever be produced for fertilizer
purposes a greater amount than the minimum amount referred
to in the bill which, under the unlimited power of the board to
determine whether or not the reasonable demands of the market
would require the manufacture of a greater amount than the
10,000 tons minimum, this amonnt would immediately become
the maximum amount of fertilizer to be made, which of itself
would be so small and so far below the expectations and
demands of the farmers of the country that they would soon
lose all interest in Muscle Shoals as a friendly project of
theirs, and then in a short time all of Muscle Shoals would
become a great power plant and pass into the hands of the
power interests.

I am one of those who believe that a great private monopoly
of a public necessity is intolerable, indefensible, and destructive
of the rights and liberties of the people themselves. If, in the
disposition of Muscle SBhoals, it shall, in the end, as I firmly
believe it will, become a power proposition with but little atten-
tion paid to fertilizer, then the question arises, Who will get this
power and how will it be alloeated?

First, T want this House to understand here and now that
there is but one company that has transmission connections with
Muscle Shoals and that company is the Alabama Power Co.,
and that under the provisions of this bill the Alabama Power
Co., and that company alone, will receive all of the power gen-
erated at Muscle Shoals, beeause under the terms of this bill
no one else can put themselves in a position to receive the

power.
Read, if you please, subsections (h) and (i) of section 2

under the head of Allocation and Sale of Surplus Electric |
Energy and see if it i=s probable—or, if you want to use stronger
language, if it be possible—for any State, county, or munici-
pality, or other political subdivision who might want to make
demands for the electrical energy created at Muscle Shoals, to
receive the same. The bill upon its face would appear to give
the States, counties, and municipalities a prior right to this
energy, for it provides that this may be done where such State,
county, or municipality may make demand and agree to pay a
reasonable price therefor, but I ask you, can they make such
demand, how can they agree to pay a reasonable price therefor
when there is not one mile of ransmission line going out from
Muscle Shoals to any such State, county, or municipality that
is not owned by the Alabama Power Co.? Therefore, before
 any State, county, or munieipality or other political subdivision
could make a demand for electrical energy generated at Muscle
Shoals it would have to first build its own transmission lines
at a cost of $30,000 per mile into Muscle Shoals, for there would
. be no other way for it to receive this current except over the
' {ransmission lines of the Alabama Power Co. As you will note,
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ihere is no provision made in this bill that will authorize the
lessee to construct or maintain any transmission line. There-
fore, having no authority to build transmission lines, no one
would expect them even to attempt to construct other trans-
mission lines. Seetion 11 of the Norris bill takes care of this
situation in the following language:

In order to place the board upon a fair basls for making such con-
tracts and for receiving bids for the sale of power it is hereby ex-
pressly authorized, elther from appropriations made by Congress or
from funds secured from the sale of such power to comstruct, lease, or
anthorize the construction of transmission lines within transmission
distance in any direction from said Dam No. 2 and sald stecam plant:
Provided further, That if any State, county, municipality, or other
public or cooperative organization of citizens of farmers, not organized
or doing business for profit but for the purpose of supplying electricity
to its own citizens or members, ¢r any two or more of such munieipali-
ties or organizations shall construct or agree to construct a transmis-
gion line to Muscle Shoals, the board is hereby authorlzed and directed
to contract with such State, county, municipality, or other organiza-
tion or two or more of them for the sale of electrieity for a term not
exceeding 30 years.

Section 124 of the national defense act has been fundamental
with the Committee on Military Affairs from the very beginning
of the consideration of this question. I am somewhat surprised
to-day to find the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. DoucLas] make
the statement that the question of the availability or adapt-
ability of Muscle Shoals for the manufacture of fertilizer may
now be left to the board created by this proposed legislation,
which may decide that it is neither adaptable nor available for
the manufacture of fertilizer. This guestion has never been
raised before.

It is available and it is adaptable to the manufacture of any
and all kinds of commercial fertilizer. Mr. Ford, when he
offered to take over Muscle Shoals, believed it to be both avail-
able and adaptable, and he was anxious to make fertilizer upon
a large scale at Muscle Shoals and at a very reasonable profit.
The American farmers throughout the country have knocked
on the doors of the Committee on Military Affairs and said,
“We want fertilizer made at Muscle Shoals” All the lessees
that have made offers for Muscle Shoals have said it could be
used, and ought to be used, for the purpose of manufacturing
fertilizer. Yet we have never been able to get a measure passed
by the Congress and signed by the President.

So, my friends, according to the gentleman's statement of
adaptability that the board can decide that question, then we
are giving the President of the United States in this bill the
power to appoint a board that can destroy Muscle Shoals as a
fertilizer proposition solely upon the question that it is not
adaptable for that purpose.

And then what? It becomes a power proposition and passes
into the hands of the Alabama Power Co.

Why do I say that? Because there is no other power com-
pany in the United States that owns 1 mile of transmission lines
entering into and departing from Muscle Shoals except the
Alabama Power Co. That company and that company alone
is operating it to-day and getting a favorable lease from the
Government, selling the power to the people and carrying it over
its own transmission lines at a tremendous profit.

Ah, my friends, our political parties—both Republicans and
Democrats—when we go into conventions to write platforms and
to make platform declarations view with alarm and sorrow the
sad condition of the farmers of the country. We call the world’s
attention to their deplorable condition. We go on the stump
and we preach to the men that drag the cotton sack between the
rows, or toils in the fields of grain, who feed and clothe the
world, and tell them that they should be of the first considera-
tion at the hands of the Congress of the United States; but
when we come to consider a great proposition that will be a
blessing for all time to the farmers of this country and the truck
growers, in building up their worn-out lands, in enriching their
depleted soil, we find ourselves impotent and powerless to relieve
him from the Fertilizer Trust that controls prices from one
end of the country to the other.

If you Members of the Congress doubt for one moment the
anxiety of farmers of this country about getting cheaper
fertilizer, go ask the farmer what he is paying for fertilizer
to-day compared with what he paid in the years gone by.
Why can not we do something for our toiling people? Are
we afraid that we shall be charged with departing from some
traditional teaching of the fathers by putting the Government
into business? There is not 4 man in this House or out of it
who believes in the doctrine that the Government of the United
States ought not to enter into business in competition with its
cltizens, except in cases of necessity or emergency, more than I
do. Yet I do not hug that doctrine to my bosom so tightly, nor
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do I hold it before my eyes so closely, that I will deny my own
Government in the interest of its own defense the right to
operate its own property. [Applause.]

Why do we have arsenals over the country to make munitions
of war, and why did we ever have them? Because our fathers
believed that the military secrets of this Government should not
be confided to the breasts of those who controlled private
interests but that the Government should own them itself, with
men in charge of them who were sworn to support and defend
the Constitution of the United States against all enemies,
foreign and domestic. That is why the Government owns and
controls its arsenals now. The same interests that would have
you and I turn our backs on Muscle Shoals would have us
abandon our arsenals of the country in the manufacture of
munitions of war, and turn them over to private interest.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARRETT. I yield.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Can any lawyer or anybody else
see any distinetion, as far as the Constitution is concerned,
between the Government itself operating the plant and the
Government leasing its operations?

Mr. GARRETT. It is only one of those distinctions without
a difference.

Mr. WURZBACH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARRETT. I yield.

Mr. WURZBACH. Does the gentleman favor Government

operation as described in the Norris bill, which does not pro-
vide for any fertilizer manufacture at all?
. Mr. GARRETT. I will say to my colleague from Texas that
while I am disappointed in the Norris bill in that it does not
prescribe a fixed amount of fertilizer, the Norris bill does
assert that there shall be fertilizer manufactured there on a
large seale, and that it shall be distributed among the farm
organizations of the country for experimental purposes, if you
please; also that 1 per cent of the fertilizer made under the
Norris bill shall be given to the farmers for experimental
purposes. But the fundamental difference between this bill
and the Norris bill is that the Norris bill does save Muscle
Shoals for the farmers, and it does keep the Power Trust from
taking it over, and the bill under consideration does neither,
but will in my opinion finally turn this enormous governmeuntal
property over to the Power Trust. [Applause.] That is my
opinion of the two bills.

Now, let me show you. According to this bill, they are going
to make only 10,000 tons of fertilizer. It is the only bill that
has ever come before Congress that provided for 10,000 tons of
fixed nitrogen. The Henry Ford offer provided for 40,000 ; every
person or corporation who has had a proposition before our
committee has proposed to make from 40,000 to 50,000 tons,
while this bill virtunally stops at 10,000 tons. Why does it stop
at 10,0007 I will tell you why. Because, when you fix a mini-
mum of 10,000 tons of fertilizer under the restrictions laid down
in this bill, and it is only manufactured as there is demand
for it, in the opinion of the board, and should the board be in-
different or unfriendly to the production of fertilizer, then this
amount would immediately become the maximum. Ten {hou-
gand tons is about enough fertilizer for four or five counties down
in Alabama. We want fertilizer made at Musecle Shoals on a
large scale for the benefit of all the farmers throughout our
great country.

The gentleman from Arizona [Mr. Dovcras] having raised the
question of adaptability, and keeping in mind that he says the
board created by this bill can determine whether or not Musecle
Shoals is adaptable to the manufacture of fertilizer, should this
board see fit to do so, you can see that they will never make over
10,000 tons of fixed nitrogen at Muscle Shoals; and, when they
have a surplus of 2,500 fons and there is no reasonable demand
for any more in the opinion of the board it stops altogether.
I want the House to understand this. When they have made
10,000 tons of fixed nitrogen and when they have accumulated
2,500 tons of surplus, if this board desires there is no reason-
able demand for any more, they stop. When they stop the pro-
duction of fertilizer all of the power at Muscle Shoals, both
primary and secondary, becomes surplus; and, what are you
%'(i)lllng to do with it? Now we come to the power feature of this

If you will read this bill you would think they were not going
to let any power companies buy any of this energy at all,
They are going to sell it to States, to counties, political sub-
divisions, and so forth, if they will agree to pay the price. Do
you know what the price is? I want you who think you have
cities within transmission distance of Muscle Shoals to study
carefully this feature of the bill just a moment. What is the
price which municipalities and cities will have to pay? First,
as I said before, there is no company that has any transmission
line into Muscle Shoals except the Alabama Power Co. Now,
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let us suppose that Memphis, we will say, which is 400 miles
away, Birmingham, Ala., Nashville, Tenn., on out to Houston,
Tex., if you please, 800 miles away, all should express a desire
and make demand for electric power generated at Muscle Shoals.
How wounld they ever get it? There are no transmission lines
to any of these places that are publicly owned over which the
current can be transmitted. The city of Nashville or the city
of Memphis or the city of Birmingham, before they could ever
get one kilowatt of this power would have to construct their
own transmission lines into Muscle Shoals, at a cost of about
$30,000 a mile. How long do you think they would be in getting
electrie power at Muscle Shoals?

The Government corporation created under the Norris bill to
operate Muscle Shoals under its authority to dispose of the sur-
plus electric power has authority to construet transmission
lines out into the country from Muscle Shoals so that States,
counties, municipalities, or groups of individuals may be sup-
plied with electrieity at a reasonable price. But if the Gov-
ernment did not see fit to do it, then the States, counties, cities,
or other organizations might come forward and build them
themselves and come into Musele Shoals; but there is nothing
in this act which permits it. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. QUIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman five addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. GARRETT. I want to refer to this power proposition.
They say this bill is written openly and fairly. It is. All you
have to do is read it. It is open and fair. It is the openest
thing I ever saw. It has the most wide open joker in it that I
ever saw, and I will eall your attention to that, and then I
will close.

When you come to consider section 2, subsection (i), which
deals with the allocation and sale of surplus power and elec-
trieal energy, I want you to read it and read it carefully, and
mark well its language.

What does it do? It says they are not going to sell to great
power companies until the States, counties, and cities have first
been supplied. These power companies, therefore, are not sup-

posed to get any of this surplus power which is generated at
Muscle Shoals, except as above indicated. Now, mark you, when
the board has closed up your fertilizer plant because it was not
adaptable to the economic manufacture of fertilizer, which can
be done according to what has been said by the gentleman pre-

ceding me, therefore, shonld this eventuality come to pass we
would then be dealing with power alone. While the board is not
supposed to sell this surplus power to these power companies
or their allies, nevertheless they find themselves with a surplus
of power and seem to have no way of disposing of the same.
Now here is where the Alabama Power Co. comes into the pic-
ture. It is the only company that has transmission lines into
Muscle Shoals, and while the board is not supposed to sell this
surplus power to this company, yet we find this proviso in
the bill:

Provided, however, That the sale of primary surplus electric energy
or secondary electric emergy by contract or otherwise to any sucn
power-distributing company shall be permitted for periods of not to
excerd 10 years.

So, finally, what do we find at Muscle Shoals? The board in
charge has, perchance, decided it was not adapted to fertilizer;
it has the right to sell power, but there is nobody to buy it
except the Alabama Power Co. There are no transmission
lines anywhere, and the board meets to make a final disposition
of the power. They say, “ We have all this power, and what
ghall we do with it?” All the board will have to do is follow
that proviso and 10 years at a time for the next 100 years,
if Congress does mot stop them, can let the Alabama Power
Co. have all the surplus power, as it has the only transmission
lines to take it away. And thus your bill becomes a power bill.
Your fertilizer is gone,

You ask me what I would prefer, and I do not hesitate a
moment to say that, as far as I am concerned, interested as I
have been in the fertilizer for our farmers and seeing it fade
out of the picture as I do—being unalterably opposed to the
selfish power interests taking over this property and exploiting
it for their benefit, I would rather see and hear the waters go
over the dams and locks of Muscle Shoals for 100 years wait-
ing for a Congress to come that will decide and settle this
question in fhe inferest of farmers and all our people than to
see it pass into the hands of the Power Trust to be exploited
by them for their own selfish purposes. [Applause,]

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. DoverLas].

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, I have listened
with a great deal of interest to the argument of the gentleman
from Texas. It is predicated on the assumption that the board
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shall consider the plants to be unadapted to the production of
fertilizer. It is further predicated on the assumption that all
of the surplus energy is to be sold to the Power Trust. It
is further predicated on the assumption that there is no lan-
guage in the bill prohibiting the leasing of any portion of the
properties to any private power distributing company. With
respect to the first assumption I do not recall ever having said,
and I do not recall having heard anyone else say, that the
plants are not adapted to the production of fertilizer at the
Present time,

Mr, GARRETT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Yes.

Mr. GARRETT. Did not I ask the gentleman as to who
would determine the adaptability, and did he not answer, the
board?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Exactly. The board shall deter-
mine whether the plants are adapted to the production of fer-
tilizer or whether they are not. Apparently the Fertilizer
Trust considers that there will be a great amount of fertilizer
produced under this bill, and I eall the attention of the Mem-
bers of the House to the advertisement that was published in
the Washington Post of this morning.

Mr. WRIGHT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. I have a very limited amount of
time and I am trying to explain the biil, but I yield.

Mr. WRIGHT. Does the gentleman think the Fertilizer Trust
is always in earnest?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. I have not the faintest idea. I
never came in contact with the Fertilizer Trust except before the
Committee on Military Affairs. It seems to me the Members of
the House should bear in mind that under the Ford offer there
was no commitment to produce one pound of fertilizer, if Mr.
Ford, in his discretion, found it to be uneconomical, and I
refer the Members of the House to the hearings before the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs in which that statement was dis-
tinetly made. Further, I call the attention of the Members of
the House to the provisions of the Cyanamid bill, which pro-
vided that if there were 2,600 tons of fertilizer in storage and
the market did not demand a larger production that no larger
production would be required of the lessee. Now, this bill goes
farther than either of them because it provides that regardless
of market demands there must be produced at least a given
amount annually, to be determined by the board. Further, it
provides that regardless of market demands there must be pro-
duced 10,000 tons in the first three and a half years. Bear that
in mind. In addition, bear this in mind, that both the Ford
bill and the Cyanamid bill committed the United States to an
expenditure of approximately $50,000,000, whereas this bill com-
mits the United States to an expenditure of not a cent.

With reference to the second purpose to be accomplished by
leases, the committee felt that these properties and the power
to be generated at the properties should be dedicated to first,
the production of fertilizer; and, second, the development of
industries. The language of the bill makes it possible for a
person who might choose to manufacture fertilizer at Birming-
ham, by using the escaping gases from coke ovens, to become
a lessee.

Further, under the language of the bill, a person who owns
a deposit of bauxite or of zinc or of some other mineral or
who owns an industry and who may want electrical energy for
the beneficiation of his mineral deposit or for the operation of
his industry, may become a lessee under this act.

With respect to surplus energy the committee felt it should
be dedicated to municipalities. Surplus energy is that amount
of energy which is not required by the lessees. The price to
be paid by the municipality in the event there is some conflict
between the lessee and the municipality is to be fixed not by the
lessee but by the Federal Power Commission.

The committee in drafting this provision appreciated that by
virtue of the fact the lessee would control the surplus power,
it might have the authority to prevent the municipality from
getting power, and in order to protect the municipality it was
gpecifically provided that in the event of a controversy with
respect to rates or with respect to allocation, the Federal
Power Commission should decide the controversy.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Would they not decide it originally?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. I doubt if they would have the
authority unless it was specifically granted to them.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Would the gentleman agree to such an
amendment?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Would the gentleman ask his
question at the completion of my remarks because my time is
s0 limited.

Thirdly, may I point this out to the committee, There are
two different questions when one speaks of lease and sale of
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electrical energy. The bill specifically provides that no part of
the property shall at any time be leased to any private power-
distributing company. This preciudes the Alabama Power Co.,
any creation of the Alabama Power Co., any corporation allied
with the Alabama Power Co., or with any other power company,
and I ask the Members of this House to sincerely bear this in
mind.

The bill does, however, permit the sale of surplus electrical
energy; that is, electrical energy over and above the require-
ments of the varicus lessees and over and above the require-
ments of the municipalities to private power-distributing com-
panies, but then only for 10 years; and the bill further n_mkes
such power sold to such power-distributing companies available
to any municipality that may want it, provided it makes appli-
eation for the power two years prior to the expiration of the
contract with the private power company.

In this respect there is only one difference between the proyl-
gions of this bill and of the Norris bill. The Norris bill‘ permits
the sale of electrical energy to private power-distributing com-
panies for periods of 10 years, but it does do this: It provides
that if a municipality makes an application for power, then the
power under contract to the private power-distributing com-
panies shall be available to the municipality within two years
or at the expiration of two years, and that is the only difference
between the provisions of this bill and the Norris bill with
respect to the sale of power to private power companies,

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. Will the gentleman yield for a
guestion?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona.
ing the question after I have finished?
limited.

The fourth purpose of the lease is that the properties be
maintained in the interests of national defense.

It is my opinion, and it is the opinion of the Committee on
Milifary Affairs, that so far as the purposes of the lease are
concerned they are to do the following things: To provide for
the production of fertilizer; and, in our opinion, it does this to
a greater extent than any bill which has heretofore been consid-
ered by the Congress; and, secondly, to building industries in
the Tennessee Valley.

The Committee on Military Affairs felt that the Muscle Shoals
properties could be used to the greatest advantage of the South
by dedicating them to industrial purposes. That is what this
bill does.

There is, however, another thing which the bill does. It pro-
vides that the lessee must construct the Cove Creek Dam under
the terms of the Federal water power act.

The purposes of Cove Creek Dam are, first, to double the pri-
mary power at Muscle Shoals as well as to double the primary
power at every site between Muscle Shoals and Cove Creek—
Cove Creek, incidentally, is 300 miles upstream from Muscle
Shoals—secondly, to control the flood waters of the Tennessee
River, and, thirdly, to improve navigation on the Tennessee
River.

The bill provides that the board shall determine the extent to
which this dam will improve navigation and control the floods
and that to the extent of such improvement in navigation and
reduction in floods the United States shall make a contribution
to the construction of the Cove Creek Dam. It provides that the
amount of this contribution shall be made by way of remittance
on the rental which the lessee must pay for the Muscle Shoals
properties.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. It amounts practically to the Government
building the Cove Creek Dam.

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Well, that is an engineering ques-
tion which I am not gualified to answer at this time. I would
gay not.

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Right on that point I wish to ask the
gentleman whether the Government will get back the amount it
contributes by amortization?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. I am coming to that. The bill
provides that the cost of the Cove Creek Dam, both to the United
States and to the lessee, shall be paid, at least in part—this is
the exact language of the bill—by the collection of a royalty
from all dams constructed below it, the amount of the royalty
to be in proportion to the advantages aceruing to such down-
stream projects.

The situation then is this. I bave fried to roughly graph it,
because it is the clearest way of presenting the picture. We
have here the Cove Creek Dam [indieating], the estimmated cost
of which is, we will say, $37.000,000, and we will assume, just
for the purpose of this argument, that the contribution of the
United States to the construction of Cove Creek Dam is $10,000,-
000. This $10,000,000 over the course of years is to be paid
to the lessee in the form of a remittal on the rent for Wilson
Dam.

Would the gentleman mind ask-
My time is very
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The United States, however, does not pay the $10,000,000 im-
mediately to be applied against the cost of construction. The
lessee pays the $10,000,000; he is to be remunerated by way of
remittals, so that there is no direct drain on the Treasury of
the United States.

What has Cove Creek Dam accomplished for Wilson Dam?
It has doubled the primary horsepower, it has increased the
primary horsepower by 80,000 horsepower. The lessee must pay
Cove Creek a royalty on the amount of increase, and the United
States gets its proportionate share of the royalty. That is in
respect to Wilson Dam. In between Wilson Dam and Cove
Creek there are 11 additional dam sites.

The licensees who construct the additional dam site must
pay a royalty to Cove Creek by virtue of the fact that their
primary horsepower has been doubled, and the United States
shares again in that royalty. That is the financial structure
of Cove Creek Dam.

The bill provides that at the expiration of the license—and
mind you, no license under the water power act can be issued
for a period of more than 50 years—the bill provides that at the
expiration of the license the State of Tennessee shall have the
right to recapture the dam by paying the net investment.

But in the event that the State does recapture the dam, it
must operate it under the terms of the water power act, sub-
ject to the paramount right of the United States to control
the Tennessee River in the interest of navigation,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Arizona
has expired. :

Mr. RANSLEY. I yield the gentleman three minutes more.

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. 7The question comes up immedi-
ately, what are the rights of the United States in this Jam or
in the operation of the dam? First, the right of the United
States during the period of the license is to control its opera-
tion in the interest of navigation. The interest of mavigation
is synonymous with the interests of flood control and of dou-
bling the horsepower at every dam lower down on the river,

Second, during the period of the license the United States has
a right to condemn the dam under the terms of the Federal
water power act.

At the expiration of 50 years it has the right to recapture the
dam if the State does not exercise its right. If the State of
Tennessee does exercise its right the United States has the
power to control the operation of the dam in the interest of
navigation. What are the rights of Tennessee during the 50
vears' license—if that be the period? The State of Tennessee
shall have the right to tax—an inherent and precious right of a
State—and shall have the right to control the rates of power
generated, although there will be but a very small amount of
primary power.

It has the right to determine, in cooperation with the Federal
Power Commission, the royalty to be collected from down-
stream dams.

Fourth, it has the right to acquire the plant at the expiration
of 50 years of the license.

I think the House should understand that this bill with re-
spect to Cove Creek Dam amends the water power act in two
respects. First, the water power act provides that the royalty
shall be determined by the Federal Power Commission. This
bill provides that the royalty shall be determined by the Fed-
eral Power Commission acting jointly with the proper ageney
of the State of Tennessee. The committee felt that the right
should be in the Sfate; and if so, it conferred it. Second, the
amount of royalty is proportionate to the benefits aceruing,
whereas under the Federal water power act the amount of
royalty is rather an indefinite amount.

Thirdly, the water power act does not explicitly give the
State the right to recapture, though it may do so by implica-
tion. This bill explicitly confers on the State the right to
acquire at the expiration of 50 years. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Arizona
has again expired.

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Let me say in conclusion I have
tried to give you a fair, honest statement so far as I have gone,
[Applause.]

Mr, QUIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the gentle-
man from Alabama [Mr. Hrrr].

Mr, HILL of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, coming as I do from
Alabama, the State in which Musele Shoals is loeated, I know of
nothing that would give me more pleasure than to be able to
rise on this floor and advocate the passige of the pending bill
as it is. The people of Alabama, after 10 years of delay, after
10 years of heartbreaking disappeintment, most earnestly de-
gire action and disposition of Muscle Shoals. They are entitled
to action, but they are also entitled to the right and proper
kind of action. Had the members of the Committee on Military
Affairs who reported the pending bill and those leaders of this
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House who seem to have such a magic influence with those
members of the committee desired action on Muscle Shoals at
this session, they would have sent to the floor of this House not
the pending bill but the bill as passed by the Senate with per-
haps certain amendments to it. The bill that passed the Senate
passed that body by a vote of 45 to 23. Two years ago that
same bill passed the Senate by an overwhelming vote. The
Senate as a body is committed to that bill, but instead of tak-
ing that bill and amending it as we might see fit, the majority
members of the Committee on Military Affairs, under the influ-
euce of the leaders of this House, have thrown everything in
the Senate bill ont of the window and brought in here an en-
tirely different bill. The Committee on Military Affairs could
have taken the Senate bill and amended it to provide for a
leasing of the nitrate plants, but kept the operation of the
hydroelectric facilities at Muscle Shoals in the hands of the
Government of the United States. If suceh a bill had been
brought to this floor, no new precedent would have been set, no
new policy would have been established, because such a bill
would have followed the precedent and the policy established
by this House just two years ago in the passage of the Boulder
Dam bill. It would seem,; in view of the shocking revelations
before the Federal Trade Commission and the Senate lobby
committee that patriotie, right-thinking Americans would sup-
port the idea of having the Government of the United States
keep its strong hands upon the power switch at Muscle Shoals.
Had such a bill as that been brought to this House we could
have looked with confidence to the disposition of Muscle Shoals
at this session of Congress, and then we would also have been
assured that the Power Trust, before the country in
all its greed and cupidity, would never have gotten its hands
on Muscle Shoals, built by money from the pockets of the
people of this country,

The question has been asked as to which bill we prefer, the
Norris Senate bill or the House committee bill? I wish to
say that the fertilizer provisions of the Norris bill are not
what I would have them. They are not as strong as they
should be, but between the two bills there is absolutely no
choice for me. The Norris bill keeps the hands of the Govern-
ment of the United States on the power at Muscle Shoals, pre-
serves that great project for the benefit of the people of the
couniry whose money built it; whereas the committee bill gives
every indication, practically gives every assurance, that the
people’s property at Muscle Shoals will be turned into the
hands of the selfish Power Trust, resulting in no benefits what-
ever to the people.

Mr. REECE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HILL of Alabama. For a short question.

Mr. REECE. I would like the gentleman to explain in what
way that could happen.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. I am coming to it as fast as I can,
and will reach it in a minute. We recall, gentlemen, that the
national defense aet of 1916, under which the Muscle Shoals
project was constructed, specifically dedicated that project to
the manufacture of nitrates for fertilizers for the farmer in
time of peace. In 1927 the late lamented Martin B. Madden
said “the farmers of this country are asking for fertilizer
relief at Muscle Shoals; they have a right to ask it, because we
have promised it to them.” For 10 years the farmers of this
country and their representatives in Congress have waged a
tremendous battle in the hope that Muscle Shoals might be
disposed of for the benefit of the farmer in accordance with the
intent of the national defense aet of 1916, rather than that
there should be a disposition for the benefit of the Power Trust
and the Fertilizer Trust. What does this pending bill do? It
does violence to and runs contrary to practically every prin-
ciple laid down for the disposition of Muscle Shoals for the
benefit of the farmer, and I would that I had the time to tell
you how this bill eame to the floor from a subcommittee of five
members of the full committee. Three of these five members
were new men on that committee. While men who had sat on
that committee for years, through long weeks and months of
hearings and labor in an effort to dispose of Muscle Shoals for
the benefit of the farmer were passed over, three new men were
put on the subcommitiee. What had been the predominant
thought on that committee for 10 years was cast aside, and
men who advocated that thought were given but one voice and
one vote on that subcommittee of five,

The gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. McSwAix] and the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Gagrerr] have told you of the prin-
ciples which the Military Affairs Committee laid down to be ad-
hered to in any lease of the property at Muscle Shoals. The
House ratified those principles in 1924 when it passed the Ford
offer. The House again ratified those principles in 1925 when
it set up the Muscle Shoals inguiry, and the House again in
1926 ratified those principles when it set up the joint committee,
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These principles are mot so important becaunse they were laid

down by the Military Affairs Committee or because they were

ratified by this House, but they are most important in the fact

that only by an adherence to them can the farmers of the

g(;untl;y expect or hope for any fertilizer relief from Muscle
oa

Whenever you throw aside those principles, as they have beea
cast aside in the pending bill, then you strike down, you shatter,
all hope of fertilizer relief for the farmers at Muscle Shoals.
thML" SLOAN. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield right

ere?

Mr. HILL of Alabama. I will yield for a guestion.

Mr. SLOAN. Has there been any minority report by any
member of the Committee on Military Affairs of opposing views,
except that of the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
McSwarn]? I ask for information alone.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Only the report of the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama.
yield?

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Yes.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. ‘The committee, however, is not
united on this bill.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Certainly not.
to-day has proven that very conclusively.

Now, gentlemen, with further reference to these principles,
we have heard much talk about cutting in half the price of
fertilizer to the farmers of this country by the operation of the
plants at Muscle Shoals. Expert after expert, from Mr. Mayo,
the engineer for Henry Ford, all down along the line, have said
to the Committee on Military Affairs that by an adherence to
these principles the cost could be cut in half. The Muscle
Shoals inquiry report, based upon a thorough study and investi-
gation in 23 States, stated in 1925 that there could be a reduc-
tion of 43 per cent in the eost of fertilizer to the farmers by
an adherence to these principles.

What is the first of these principles? Obligation of the lessee
to manufacture fertilizer in the strictest terms. What do we
mean by these terms? First and foremost, we mean that any
lessee who is to go there and get that cheap power must be re-
quired to manufacture fertilizers at Muscle Shoals. If you do
not require the lessee to manufacture fertilizers at Muscle
Shoals, any limitations that you might attempt to put upon him
would be abortive if he manufactures it anywhere other than
at Muscle Shoals, be it at Birmingham, or elsewhere.

Next, there is the limitation of 8 per cent on the profits. Then
the requirement of a minimum annual production of 40,000 tons
of fixved nitrogen in such fertilizer form that the farmer can
buy it and spread it on his crops himself. And next, an aundit-
ing system, so as to make sure that the lessee is carrying out
the obligations of the contract.

In the bill that we have under consideration there is abso-
lutely nothing to insure any requirement or any guaranty that
a minimum amount of fertilizer will be made at Muscle Shoals
under the limitations.

Another provision laid down by the committee is——

Mr, BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield there?

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Yes.

Mr. BYRNS. It has been stated here that we will get no
fertilizer under the Norris bill except for experimental pur-
gﬁlses. Other gentlemen say we will get nothing under this

Mr. Chairman, will my colleague

I think the debate

Mr. HILL of Alabama. The gentleman evidently was not
here when I began my remarks. I said that I did not believe
that the fertilizer provisions in the Norris bill were as they
should be, but that the difference between the two bills was
simply this: Everything evidences and indicates that under
this pending bill Muscle Shoals will go into the hands of the
Power and Fertilizer Trusts, and go there forever, never to be
reclaimed, whereas under the Norris bill the Government of the
United States still keeps its hand on every kilowatt of power and
every hydroelectric facility at Muscle Shoals. Under the Norris
bill it is for you and me and other Members of Congress to
operate the Muscle Shoals plants as we see fit, and they are held
and preserved for the farmers and the people of the United
States. The committee laid down the principle that there
should be but one lease for all the properties at Muscle Shoals,
and that in the event the lessee failed in any of his obligations
under the lease he should forfeit all those properties. Under
the pending bill the property at Muscle Shoals may be turned
over to many lessees. It may be divided into many parts, and
if you should get some one to go there and contract to make
fertilizer and he did not carry out the provisions of the contract,
all you could get back would be simply that power which he hap-
pened to be using for manufacturing fertilizer. All the rest of
the power under this bill would have gone into the hands of the
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other lessees. Whenever you separate this project, whenever
you break it up and divide it into pieces, you encompass the
defeat of the very end for which the project was constructed.

We are told that thére is some doubt about the feasibility of
the operation of the Muscle Shoals plants and that perhaps they
are obsolete. Well, that is the same cry that we have heard for
10 years from the Power Trust and the Fertilizer Trust. It is
heard to-day, as it has been heard every day during this long
period of 10 years.

The big plant at Muscle Shoals, nitrate plant No. 2, with its
annual capacity of 40,000 tons of fixed nitrogen, uses what is
known as the cyanamide process. Is that process obsolete? At
Niagara Falls the American Cyanamid Co., using exactly the
same process, has doubled its plant six times during the last
18 years, and is to-day turning out annually by that process an
amount of nitrogen that is nearly 50 per cent more than the full
capacity of nitrate plant No. 2 at Muscle Shoals. In the world
to-day there are some 42 cyanamide plants in successful opera-
tion and the only cyanamide plant in the world to-day that is
standing idle is our plant at Muscle Shoals. The Chemical and
Metallurgical Journal of June, 1928, states:

The fixation of nitrogen by the cyanamide process has steadily in-
creased ; in fact, by a larger percentage during the last two years than
by any other process, and this is true despite the claims made by some
that the cyanamide process is obsolete and no longer a factor in nitrogen
production. * * * Some have inferred that the direct synthetic
process is replacing all other processes, a conclusion which is wholly
unwarranted. * * * Tg assume that any one system is doing away
with development by all other processes is a fallaclous conclusion.

Reports from the Department of Commerce under date of
January 23, 1928, show that in Germany, which is manufactur-
ing more nitrogen than all the rest of the world is producing,
including Chile, they are manufacturing nitrogen more cheaply
by the eyanamide process than by any other process.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama
has expired.

Mr. QUIN. I yield the gentleman five additional minutes.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. If you leave this bill as it is you get
no fertilizer production at Muscle Shoals. What lessee will go
to Muscle Shoals to make fertilizer and subject himself to the
limitations required of him, when he can get that power simply
by setting up some kind of a 2 by 4 fertilizer plant off of
the Muscle Shoals reservation, with no limitations whatsoever
imposed upon him? It is suggested in the report of the majority
and it is suggested on this floor to-day by the spokesman for the
majority that under this bill we may get fertilizers manufac-
tured at Birmingham. The press reports tell us that while this
bill was in the process of being drafted a representative of the
Southeastern Light & Power Co. visited one member of the sub-
committee and said to him, “ If you pass the bill as is we will
make fertilizers in Birmingham.”

Why is the Southeastern Light & Power Co. saying, “ We will
make fertilizers in Birmingham "? Nearer to Birmingham than
Muscle Shoals, is the vast power of Mitchell Dam, of Martin
Dam, of Jordan Dam, and other dams owned by them in Ala-
bama. Why do they not use at least some of that power for
the manufacture of fertilizers? If this bill passes they will set
up a little fertilizer plant away from Muscle Shoals, subject to
none of the limitations as to the manufacture of fertilizer, and
through that procedure, get their hands on the vast power at
Muscle Shoals, and deny all benefit from it to the farmers of
this country.

What is the American farmer facing to-day in the purchase
of the nitrogen which he absolutely must have to make his
crops? There is a very interesting article from the New York
Times, under date of December 17, 1927. The headlines are:

NITRATES PARLEY TO BE HELD AT SEA—GERMANS INVITE NITROGEN IN-
DUSTRY LEADERS FROM FIVE COUNTRIES ON A MEDITERRANEAN CRUISE—
HOPE TO PHERFECT ENTENTE—AMERICANS, FRENCH, ENGLISH, NORWE-
GIANS, AND PROBABLY ITALIANS WILL DISCUSS COOPERATION

The story follows:

Paris, December 16.—The first Intérnational Trade Conference ever
held upon the high seas will get under way within the next 10 days
when the leaders of the nitrogen industries of the United States, Great
Britain, France, Germany, Norway, and Italy leave Marseilles aboard a
Inxurious private yacht for a three weeks' cruise on the Mediterranean.
Heads of the German nitrogen trust, who are promoting the unique
meeting, hope that an international nitrogen entente will have taken
definite form by the time the ship returns to the French port.

The yaeht has just been chartered by Herr Bueb. Orders have been
given to stock it with the finest wines, champagnes, and all the delicacies
of the season. Nothing will be left undone to make the voyage a happy
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one. Although a considerable portion of each day will be spent in going
over the outstanding issues between the various national groups, frequent
stops will be made at attractive Mediterranean places to relieve the
strain of the daily sessions.

It i= understood that representatives from all nations mentioned above
have accepted with the exception of Italy, which is expected to join
the others in a few days. According to very reliable information, the
American synthetic nitrogen industry will join the cruise, although
efforts are being made to give the impression that Americans are not
participating, since American laws prohibit industries from becoming
parties to international trade agreements,

If any additional evidence of Germany’'s eagerness to create a nitrogen
trust were lacking, the international ocean meeting supplies that lack.
The originality of the invitation so intrigued the national groups, it is
sald, that acceptance was almost immediately assured.

All but half a dozen points have been agreed upon between the respee-
tive members, but several of these are causing a delay which is irritat-
ing the Germans. Hence, the idea of transporting all concerned to the
salubrious atmosphere of the Mediterranean, away from interruptions
and routine life.

i‘I‘he CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired.

Mr, QUIN. I yield the gentleman three additional minutes.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Now, gentlemen, the article I read
you was under date of December 17, 1927.

The Wall Street Journal, under date of June 29, 1929, tells
of the success of the efforts to form the combine, and says
“World’s nitrate combine formed.” The farmer, facing a world
combine of the nitrogen producers, is here to-day asking that
Congress make good, as Martin Madden said, the promise that
the Congress made to him, to give him cheap fertilizers at
Muscle Shoals. And instead of the committee and the leaders
of this House bringing in a bill that would do this, we find a
bill here that will inevitably turn the properties over to the
Power Trust and the Fertilizer Trust.

If you need any better evidence of what I have said to you,
I ask you this question: Where to-day are the highly paid lob-
byists of the Power Trust and the Fertilizer Trust?

Two years ago, when we brought on the floor of this House
a bill that required real manufacture of fertilizers at Muscle
Shoals, those lobbyists filled the galleries. They swarmed the
lobbies of this Capitol. They literally burned up the telegraph
and telephone lines and the air mail lines sending protests to
us against the bill. To-day we hear nothing from them, and
the only thing we see is an advertisement in this morning’s
Post protesting against the bill; not a letter, not a telegram, not
a telephone message, not a lobbyist; just an advertisement in
the morning paper. That advertisement was not meant for in-
telligent Members of Congress. It was meant for the sucker.
It is a decoy. Had they been in earnest in their opposition to
the bill, they would have done what they did two years ago.
They would have swarmed these lobbies and filled these galleries
and their seats with their paid agents and their lobbyists,

What the pending bill does is to find the promised land of
fertilizer, carry the farmer up on the heights, let him look down
on this land, but turn the Fertilizer Trust and the Power Trust
into the promised land rather than the farmer, [Applause.]

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, with the consent of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Ranscey], I yield myself
15 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the subcommittee of the Military Affairs Com-
mittee, charged with the responsibility of framing a bill for the
practical dispesition of Muscle Shoals, labored long and faith-
fully for three weeks, morning and afternoon, and even on one
occasion on Sunday.

The subcommittee was in session trying to draft a practical
bill. After weeks of consideration, a bill was submitted to the
full committee, and by that committee virtually approved as
recommended by the subcommittee.

The full committee of the Committee on Military Affairs, from
its organization in January, has been giving hearings to the
Muscle Shoals proposition, first, at the direction of the chairman
[Mr. James], who, unfortunately, in the middle of January, be-
came invalided, to consider the bill proposed by the American
Cyanamid Co. Hearings continued three and four times each
week for several weeks in explanation of that legislative leasing
bill. To you gentlemen I wish to say I could not subscribe to
that bill, which has been advocated, in a way, if not in toto. by
the previous speaker [Mr. Hiu], because it would have sur-
rendered absolutely the rights of the Government to one con-
cern, with only a return of 2 per cent on the Government's
investment and with no assurance whatsoever that fertilizer
would be manufactured after a certain minimum guantity had
been produced.
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There are two divergent views as to the operation of Muscle
Shoals, one presented by the Senate resolution, sponsored by
Senator Nogrris, for Government operation. The major premise
of that proposal is leasing the water power. Fertilizer is a
minor incident.

I regard the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr, McSwaAiN]
an expert on this proposition, because he has been studying it
for years and years, He stated directly on the floor of this
House that under the Senate resolution not one ounce of fer-
tilizer would be required to be produced for sale. There are
provisions providing for experimentation, but the experts of the
Department of Agriculture say that those experimentations
could just as well be carried on in Washington as at Muscle
Shoals,

I have been in business. During the six years I was last out
of Congress and during the entire 25 years I have been prac-
ticing law, I have been giving attention to business affairs. I
came to the consideration of this project with an open mind,
unprejudiced whatsoever against the Southland. I have brought
myself around to a proposition which I believe is in the interest
of the Southland. If this great water power was in the State
of Wisconsin I would advocate one proposition, but as this
great water power is in the midst of the greatest mineral de-
posits of the country, capable of untold development, I am
advocating what I sincerely believe is for the best interests of
the development of the Tennessee Valley.

I yielded in my opinion as to whether we should require in
that connection the construction of Cove Creek Dam, a $38,000,-
000 storage proposition. At the beginning I thought we should
only utilize the existing plant at Muscle Shoals Dam No. 2 and
nitrate plants No. 1 and No. 2,

In my study of the question I found that, if we really wanted
to make Dam No. 2 a practieal business proposition, we should
increase its power twofold by building the Cove Creek Dam
300 miles up the river, not only increasing the available power
at Dam No. 2 twofold, but also that at the 11 dams that can
be constructed between Cove Creek and Dam No. 2 and the
two dams below Dam No. 2. A letter from Captain Riley, the
assistant engineer at Florence, in charge of the water-power end
of this proposition, shows that, with the addition of Cove
Creek Dam, the present power at all these various dams would
be increased from 378,000 horsepower to 712,000 horsepower, or
an increase of 334,000 horsepower ; that at Muscle Shoals alone
with the existing units—because there are only 8 turbines at
present installed, but there is provision for the installation of
10 additional turbines—there will be an increase from 88500
horsepower to 150,000 horsepower by the building of the Cove
Creek Dam. The Federal Power Commission has withheld
authorization for the granting of licenses for construction of
dams between Cove Creek and Dam No. 2 because they wished
to know what dispwsition Congress was going to make for
Cove Creek Dam. Under this bill we make it mandatory on
the lessee or lessees, through a holding corporation, to build
Cove Creek Dam.

It was my thought that instead of leasing this Muscle Shoals
project to one lessee—as was contemplated in the American
Cyanamid bid—it should be leased to several lessees, and the
representative of the War Department, who has given more
consideration to this subject than any other man at the War
Department, Colonel McMullen, came before the subcommittee
and justified the proposition I had submitted. I did not wish
this great power to fall necessarily into the hands of one great
chemical combination in this country. So we provide for a con-
tract or contracts of letting. Originally it was limited to con-
tracts to let and demise, but upon the suggestion of the gentle-
men from Pennsylvania [Mr. CocaraN], that Henry Ford might
under the provisions of this leasing proposition eome in and
avail himself of them, and because Henry Ford was driven out
of competition for this great property, on account of certain
conditions that were placed upon his leasing proposition by the
Senate of the United States, I receded and agreed to authorize,
also, a single contract of letting of all the properties.

We are now submitting a practical business proposition to
the Congress and to the country. If I were playing politics,
my fellow Members, I would vote for the Norris resolution. It
goes without saying that in my Btate, government operation is
popular; but I would be stultifying myself as a Member of this
House if I voted for something that would advance me po-
litically, when I know it would not be workable and would not
be of benefit to the southern country. [Applause].

When these big propositions have come before the Congress
in my service here I have always tried to place myself in the
position of the people where the project is located. This was
the position I took in the case of Hetch Hetchy, Calif. I tried
to view the situation from their standpoint, and I can say
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sincerely to you sonthern gentlemen that in this proposal I
have joined in submitting what I regard, as a Representative of
this Heuse with some business experience, will do most for the
development of that great valley, the Teénnessee River Valley.

It is possible fo let these properties in individual units, but
the first thing we lay down as a fundamental, as a postulate in
the leasing of these properties, is that those properties that are
adaptable to the manufacture of fertilizer shall be used in the
production of fertilizer and fertilizer bases.

What properties does this refer to? Nitrate plant No. 1 was
constructed during the war and never operated. This plant
wias constructed at an expense of something like $12,000,000 for
the manufacture of nitrogen under what is known as the Haber-
Bosch process. This is the process that to-day is being more
universally used in the manufacture of fixed nitrogen than any
other process,

It is the process used by the American Dye & Chemical Co.
at Hopewell. It is the process that Germany is using in the
production of fixed nitrogen. This plant is the minor plant of
the two that may be used for the manufacture of nitrates.

The other plant adaptable to the manufacture of nitrogen is
nitrate plant No. 2, and on that plant the Government has
spent, including the auxiliary steam power plant, $70,000,000.
This can only be used for the manufacture of nitrogen by what
is known as the cyanamide process, and that process, to my
way of thinking, from the testimony of the experts, including the
experts of the Department of Agriculture, is an obsolete process.

Now, what do we do? What do we say to this board that is
composed of three members, one of whom, bear in mind, shall
be identified with agriculture? We place one of these eminent
citizens on this board specifically to look after the interests of
agriculture and we do not allow any contract of letting to be
entered into unless two approve of it and on certain conditions
unless all three agree. We want this man, as far as we can go
as a practical proposition, to see that the interests of the farm-
ers and of the farming class are safeguarded in any lease that
is to be negotiated.

In laying down the norm of conditions under which this
board shall operate, we have not laid down conditions that we
believe will make impossible a lease or leases being entered
into. How ridiculous it would be for us, as practical legisla-
tors, to come into this House and offer a proposition with all
kinds of fanciful provisions in it which seeretly we know wounld
not result in a lease. But we do provide, as the gentleman from
Arizona and the gentleman from South Carolina pointed out,
certain preferential benefits to the lessee of nitrate plant No. 1
or to the lessee of nitrate plant No. 2. We give them certain
preferential advantages and safegunard their interests in the
manufacture of fertilizer, by providing that those plants that
the leasing board may find to be economically adapted to or
susceptible of being made economically adapted to the fixation
of nitrogen shall not be charged with any amortization allow-
ances in wiping off the valuation of either of those plants.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wisconsin
has expired.

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman five
minutes additional.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama.
question?

Mr. STAFFORD. I hope the gentleman will pardon me.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. For a question on something the
gentleman has emphasized.

Mr. STAFFORD. For a brief question, please,

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. The gentleman ecalled the atten-
tion of the House to the fact that the board was required in
making a lease to have all agree and approve it, but the gen-
tleman failed to call attention to the fact that this one member
representing agriculture is not to be consulted in that way when
it comes to determining whether or not the plants are eco-
nomically adapted to the manufacture of fertilizer,

Mr. STAFFORD. He has the same voice as the other two
members and he is placed there for the purpose of looking
after the interests of agriculture. As to the board of three
provided under the Norris bill, it is not required that any of
the three shall be men identified with agriculture. Why, that
bill even hamstrings the board that it creates so that they will
not be allowed to work more than 150 days in any one year.
The House does not make any limitation as to the number of
days this board should exercise its function.

The board as an initial step is required to appraise the
properties, individually and in parcels, so as to see, from a
business standpoin., whether nitrate plant No. 1 is utilizable
as a separate entity and whether nitrate plant No. 2 is also
utilizable separately.

One great objection to the Norris proposition is this: Tt will
hold in reserve that great water-power development without any

Will the gentleman yield for a
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bidders. The testimony of Captain Daley before our committee
was that there has been no demand from any municipality or
anybody else except for one small unit of power, too small to
congider practicable to let. I have a letter from the mapor of
Nashville in my office, which states that they produce their own
power. The municipalities in an economic distance, and also
most industries, are tied up with long-term contracts for the
power they need.

The Norris bill would naturally hold the water power in abey-
ance without any substantial bidder. We provide a practical
business arrangement for the lease of power, and we also pro-
vide that the leases for the surplus power to any power-utility
company for subleting shall not be for a greater term than 10
years, and that at any two years prior to the expiration of the
term the contract shall cease if there is demand for such power
from any State or municipality or any governmental division.

We have gone the limit to make provision for municipal use
of this power whenever they apply for its use. We prescribe the
scale of charges that may be levied to such municipalities and
governmental bodies, and leave it to the Federal Water Power
Commission to determine the scale of rates.

Now, as my time is about coming to a close, I think the expla-
nation given by the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. Doveras] of
this bill, and other members of the subcommittee, leaving out
the explanation that I have made for our consideration, justifies
the action of the acting chairman of the committee in appointing
the five members to submit a practicable leasing proposition which
the full committee almost adopted in toto. As the bill is taken
up under the 5-minuie rule, I think Members of the House will
be convinced as we go along step by step that we have presented
a most reasonable, practicable proposition from a business stand-
point for the disposal of this great project that was erected as a
war project, to be utilized in times of peace for fertilizer produe-
tion and in times of war for manufacturing explosives, that has
ever been presented on the floor of the House or considered by
any Congress,

I say in closing that this proposition should merit the approval
of every person who has the welfare of the farmer at heart.
This bill, er some like it, I hope, will be passed at this session
of Congress; if it is not, it will not be the fault of the sincere
Members of the House who want something practical done with
this great project. [Applause.]

Mr. QUIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to myself.

Gentlemen of the committee, this is a sad hour to me—as long
as we have had this great project under consideration to finally
come to the point where the United States Congress seems ready
to surrender this great governmental activity—turn it over to
the aggregation of combined wealth.

Hvery bill that we have had before has endeavored to sustain
the original intent of the national defense act, but this, my
friends, could not receive my vote on the committee nor can I
support it here.

It is not because my heart is not in the project of Muscle
Shoals, it is not because I believe that the people of the
United States are going to be benefited by this bill, but because,
in my judgment, the United States is going to surrender its
most valuable asset in the South and allow the plunderers and
exploiters to take charge of it for the next 50 years.

We had a measure placed before our committee that came
from the Senate—the Norris resolution—that provided that the
Government of the United States should keep its hands on this
$167,000,000 project and manufacture fertilizer in time of
peace to be sent out to the farmers throughout the United
States and agricultural colleges, and to manufacture nitrates
to go into the soil to produce crops; and the excess surplus
power to be distributed to farms and municipalities and indus-
try in that section under the control of the Federal Government.

The Committee on Military Affairs, of which I have had the
honor to be a member for the last 17 years, had its subcommittee
ready to report with an alternative proposition the Norris
resolution with the lease proposition, and the Republican lead-
ers in eontrol of this House said, * No; you can not bring that
out.”

And you have that makeshift bill here to-day under this rule,
where you are not permitted to vote for the Norris resolution,
but you first must vote down this bill reported under the name
of Norris for this House to consider. After it is voted down,
then the House can vote up or down the Norris resolution, the
only phase of the matter that can possibly pass the Senate of
the United States. It passed the Senate by a majority of over
2 to 1 and yet it is ignored by this House. Let us see what
we are doing. The United States gave away millions on top of
millions of dollars in grants of land to the railroad corpora-
tions. The United States has parted from all its ownership in
oil, coal, gold, silver, lead, copper, minerals. All of its timber is
gone, and the last thing that we have left in all the Southland
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is the water power of the Tennessee Valley, 1,300,000 kilowatt-
hours, lying dormant in that great southern valley, that ought
to be kept and preserved for the people of that section of the
country. And by this bill it is proposed to be turned over to
whom? Do you know that the electrie-energy corporations are
controlled by a shareholding corporation? The Electriec Bond &
Share Co. of New York controls practically every one of the
power companies of the South. It controls some throughout the
Middle West. It controls some in the East. All of that section
of the country down there is dominated by the Electric Bond &
Share Co., and I am informed that its shareholders are prac-
tically over across the Atlantic Ocean in Europe. Yet this Con-
gress proposes to surrender this great right that now belongs to
the Government for private interests to exploit and hold our
people down for years to come.

My friends, this is not idle talk, I put before you these
figures that you see on this chart. There you can see the differ-
ence between a municipally owned plant and a privately owned
plant. We have all kinds of plants in the United States, and
this shows a comparison with that in Ontario, Canada. During
the year 1825 in the United States it cost 11.5 mills per kilowatt-
hour as against 6.1 mills in Ontario, and, in 1928, you have the
figures, 13.4 mills in the United States and 6 mills in Ontario.
Do youn people all believe that the people are getting a square
deal? Some say that taxation is the canse. Do you know that
right down here in this territory where Muscle Sheals is located
we have power companies operating? In the State of Missis-
sippi, from which I have the honor to come, we have the Missis-
sippi Power Co., an ally of the Alabama Power Co., and we
have the Mississippi Power & Light Co. from Arkansas and
Louisiana. All of them, the Tennessee companies, the Georgia
companies, and those that I have named and the Florida com-
panies, are owned and controlled by the Electric Bond & Share
Co., of New York; and when you gentlemen vote to turn this
power over to this sort of a commission you are turning it over
to the Electric Bond & Share Co., to be handled by its agents
and subsidiaries in that section of the country. Our power
companies down there are about as honorable as any in the
United States. In Mississippi and Alabama they have good men
at the head of them, but they are in the exploiting game. They
are not there for their health. Some people say, and these
power companies have said, that municipalities can not run
their own light plant and furnish current as cheaply as the
exploiting power ecompany can.

Mr. ARENTZ., What do the figures mean on the chart?
. Mr. QUIN, They mean the cost of electricity per kilowatt-

our.

Mr. ARENTZ. To whom? To the buyer of electricity for
lighting a home or for a factory with tremendous power?

Mr. QUIN. It is the general average for all.

Mr. ARENTZ. Wholesale or retail?

Mr. QUIN. HEvery kind of connection.

Mr. ARENTZ. I know; but in Washington we pay 11 or 12
cents, and this is mills that the gentleman is speaking of here.

Mr. QUIN. Yes; I know that. I am giving you the average
cost, and you see the profit from the charge made in bills
to customers. Huntsville, Ala., is within about 20 miles of
Muscle Shoals. Here is a bill from a wagon company down
there for power furnished it—12700 kilowatt-hours—and the
cost was $£322 for one month. That bill was sent to different
cities where the plants are municipally owned, and they said
that they would furnish the exact amount of kilowati-hours for
the following figures : Jacksonville, Fla., there would be a saving
on that bill of §74.75. In Seattle, Wash., with water and ecoal,
$140 difference. In Springfield, Iil., there is a difference of
$118.45, and that is by coal. Jamestown, N. Y., coal, there is a
difference of $£31. At Los Angeles, Calif., water, there is a
difference of §142.50. At Cleveland, Ohio, coal, there is a dif-
ference of $7.50, that much cheaper. At Tacoma, Wash,, it is
$179 cheaper. This is per month.

These are figures on the same scale submitted as to what the
rate would be. And yet people will argue on this floor here
now that the water power in this country can not reduce rates.
They claim here, from the arguments submitted, that this proj-
ect in Alabama can not successfully be operated except by some
private party concerned.

This great Government in its distress originated the dams.
It paid $167,000,000 of the people’s money. We have two great
plants there now, with a great dam, and water going to waste;
and under the Norris bill this water is to be turned into power
by the Government.

Under the project that is put out in the bill by the Committee
on Military Affairs what is propesed? It is proposed that Mr.
Hoover, President of the United Stafes, is to appoint a com-
mission, not to be confirmed by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate, but a commission to do what? To go down
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there and see whether the plant is feasible or adaptable to
make fertilizer. If it is not, they are the men to determine that.
If they decide that they ean not make fertilizer, this power is
turned loose. To whom? It will be turned over to the Ala-
bama Power Co. If the maximum amount of fertilizer specified
in the bill were manufactured, it would not be a drop in the
bucket.

Now, I have nothing against any power company; but there
is every reason on earth why we, as Representatives of the
American people, should see to it that the Government of the
United States is protected and that the people who own this
property, the taxpayers of the country, shall be protected by this
Congress, It was enacted in the national defense act that this
power is to be used in time of peace to make fertilizer and in
time of war to make explosives, gunpowder, and so forth, to
carry on war. Yet this bill, which the committee has brought
out, wholly rejects the needs of the Government,

Is there necessity for this plant to be operated? We have
tried to get bidders all over the country. Here is one chance
to make nitrates, ready to go on the soil to produce erops.
Here is one chance to be a lasting competitor against the Chilean
Nitrate Trust to make nitrates. Are you going to turn this
great project over to private interests, or are you going to stand
by the Government of -the United States and the farmers of this
country and the taxpayers? Your vote on this measure will
pass judgment on us as to whether or not we propose to allow
the people to be exploited by a few; whether or not this great
Government will surrender and supinely say, * We are helpless.”

All these years Muscle Shoals has been going to waste, yet pri-
vate industry everywhere is prospering. Musele Shoals, con-
trolling the key to the valley of the Tennessee River, and that
place yonder, Cove Creek, are in your custody to take charge
of. That is in the Tennessee Valley. All the power will be
subjeet to the private lessee after you turn it over to him. In
addition to that; the State of Tennessee will get that dam back
at the end of 50 years if it wants to. The Government is sur-

rendering up its rights to the State of Tennessee to possess all
power that is in that valley. The worst that the Norris bill does
is to turn over in compensation and damages to the States of
Alagbama and Tennessee 5 per cent of the money for their water-
power rights.

Yon propose, under this miserable bill that you have brought
out here, to slap the Government in the face and say that after

one or two or three or several lessees have used this plant for a
number of years the State of Tennessee can take charge of the
Cove Creek Dam.

What do you think of the scheme under this bill whereby
Muscle Shoals can have one lessor to manufacture one thing
and another to manufacture something else, and some fellow
over there pretending to make a little fertilizer? That is what
you are going to have, and with that the power that is sent
all over throughout this country to consumers at a high price.

You need not fool yourselves as to what is in this bill. I
want to say that the gentleman from Arizona [Mr, Doueras]
did not try to fool yon. He told you that the commissioners
under this bill had the right to say whether it is feasible or
adaptable to the manufacture of fertilizer. You know what
will happen. The President of the United States was vested
with power to build these dams to manufacture fertilizer.

When we had the bill before the special committees of the
House and Senate the Secretary of Commerce and his staff told
us that we could not make fertilizer down there. So now we
have come to the point where the original scheme to make nitro-
gen ready to go on the soil is about all we can expect from that
plant. Every kilowaftt of power there should be used in the
manufacture of nitrogen ready to go on the soil to make crops,
and in that I believe the President of the United States agrees,
mlh-.‘n ALLGOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield

ere?

Mr. QUIN. Yes.

Mr. ALLGOOD. Is it possible to amend this bill now so as to
use this power for the manufacture of fertilizer ?

Mr. QUIN. All I know is that the leaders of this House said
to us to-day that you could not make a motion to amend this
bill and offer a gubstitute. _

‘We can not tell under this rule what can be done, and if the
committee would bring out a bill, and this kind of a rule came
in, how do you expect to get justice at this late hour, exeept to
kill this bill outright and then bring the Norris resolution be-
fore the House, amend it, and send it to the Senate so that we
can get legislation agreed to and send it to the President. The
President of this Republic must realize the necessity of some-
thing being done in a proper manner with that great project.

Mr. PATTERSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. QUIN. 1 yield.
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Mr. PATTERSON. If this bill is voted down, then the Norris
resolution is before the House. Can we amend the Norrig bill
under the parliamentary situation?

Mr. QUIN. I think we can. In my judgment, the people of
the United States have had enough of the influence of great
wealth playing its part in this legislation.

Is there a man before me who doubts the powers of aggrega-
tions and combinations of capital? Is there a man before me
who doubts that great campaign funds are contributed by the
special privilege group of public service corporations? For
instance, take the contributions of the great captains of indus-
try, the industrial power compuanies of this country in the last
presidential election. They extended all the way from the
Atlantic to the Pacific Ocean. Go to the records and see what
those men have done, and whether or not they are using any
influence in this Congress. Our people must sit supinely down
and be run over. The poor helpless men who really make this
country of ours, are bound and helpless. The combinations of
wedalth stand up and kick them down. Now, we come at this
critical time and ask the Members of this House, with their
eyes wide open, to say whether or not the Government, the tax-
payers, the men and women who operate the Government by
paying its taxes, are to be further exploited by turning over
this great Government activity to exploiters and plunderers.

Mr. YON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. QUIN. I yield.

Mr. YON. What is the situation in the present operation of
Muscle Shoals? Is it not a lease proposition already?

Mr. QUIN. We have nothing down there except the right to
sell power to the Alabama Power Co. It has been that way
ever since we finished that dam, and it is going to continue to
be that way unless the Congress of the United States recog-
nizes its duty to the people. You understand that in that par-
ticular section there should be some development. With all of
the latent power in the Tennessee Valley, Cove Creek, and the
Clinch River, 11 or 12 dams should be constructed and that
power put into industry throughout that section, but it is
bound up, helpless right now, because of the selfish greed of
the power interests and those allied with them.

Mr. YON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. QUIN. I can not yield further.

We can not hope to have anything done except by the votes
of the Representatives of the people in this House. Are we
going to get them? Are we going to continue to grope around
and say, *No, we can not do it beeause I am against Govern-
ment operation ”? Do you not know the Government already owns
that land? The Government already owns that big dam? The
Government already owns great nitrate factories down there,
which we call No. 2 and No. 1, that were built under the stress
of war? It is already a Government activity. Now, what is the
Government to do? The Government has the money and it has
the machinery. It can employ talent and men to start operating
that plant to make nitrogen for the soil, to make nitrogen for
the farmer so as to cut down the price which we have to pay in
that section of the country.

The fertilizer factories say “ We can get nifrogen.” This is
not in conflict with the interests of any factory. This output
down there would be to make nitrogen that is necessary to make
fertilizer, We propose to have nitregen in form and shape,
ready to put on the soil to grow cotton and corn and wheat and
vegetables and all kinds of crops. All that the fertilizer fac-
tories need, if they do not get their nitrogen from Chile, is to
get it from the Government at Muscle Shoals. I ask those men
in common honesty, “ How does that interfere with any fertilizer
factory?” According to what I saw happen on this floor once
before, we can not make all of the finished fertilizer down there,
but you can make nitrogen, and you can make phosphoric acid.
You can make the stuff that makes plant food and let the farm-
ers have it and let the fertilizer factories have it, and yet men
will sit down and ery all day about the Government going into
business.

The Government is already in some kinds of business. Hver
since I was born we have been attending to the post-office busi-
ness. The Government of the United States sends a letter clear
down to Beartown, clear over to Sunny Hill. It carries parcel
post. It will earry a package of 100 pounds in weight all the
way from Washington to Mississippi or Alabama or Florida,
and yet some Member will get up and complain about the Gowv-
ernment being in business, when we simply ask that this $167,-
000,000 which we have standing idle down there shall be put
into operation for the benefit of the farmers of this country.

Mr. BYRNS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr., QUIN. 1 yield.

Mr, BYRNS. The gentleman is an important Member of the
Committee on Military Affairs. I have heard it said with what
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appeared to be some degree of assurance, that the President
would not sign the Norris bill if it were passed. Has the gen-
tleman any information about that?

Mr. QUIN. If the gentleman does not know the President
any better than I do, you can go and see your man Huston
from Tennessee. [Applanse and launghter.] Mr. Huston has
done everything he could to keep Muscle Shoals from being
operated by the Government.

Mr. BYRNS. I want to disclaim that he is my man,

Mr. QUIN. I want you to understand that the records over
there in the Senate show that that gentleman and some cor-
porations up here in New York, which have been trying to get
Muscle Shoals for the last five years, have, in my judgment,
acted in a strangely undercover manuner.

For all these years they have been collecting all that money
and trying to ram through this Congress a scheme to rob the
American people, I just ask you men, is that the way we pro-
pose to vote in this Congress? These lobbyists have hounded the
gentleman from Sounth Carolina and gentlemen in other s&_}ctwns
of the South in an endeavor to get them to vote for their bill,
so that they might continue to plunder and rob the people of
this country.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missis-
sippi has expired.

Mr. QUIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself two additional
minutes. Is it possible that the honest men and women of this
country are still going to be exploited? Is it possible that brave
men who stand ready to do their duty day and night for the
people of this Republic will now surrender and say we are
going to turn all of the Muscle Shoals activities over to private
interests so that they may plunder and exploit the men and
women of this country? Is it possible we are going to allow
them to continue to rob and plunder the man behind the plow
or the poor woman with a sunbonnet out in the field sowing
seed in the morning, and with a hoe cultivating cotton or a
vegetable garden, then going home and cooking the meal at 12
o'clock, then working until dark, then getting supper, going to
bed, getting up the next morning and going to work? It is that
class of people who will be robbed if this bill is enacted. Are
you going to continue that? Are you going to let these exploiters
keep on robbing and plundering the poor people of this country?
These exploiters who make 30 and 50 per cent through the
Electric Bond & Share Co. of New York. They are robbing the
man behind the plow, and are you going to vote that way? You
men are going on record as to whether you are for the people
or whether you are for organized greed, these third-story
burglars who have been going over the United States for all
these years plundering and exploiting the toilers, both women
and men, in every section of our Republic. Now is the time
for us to stand up and say where we are. Are we on the side
of the poor, the humble, the hard-working and honest citizens of
this Republic or are we for the big interests who plunder, rob,
and exploit the people by day and night? [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missis-
sippi has again expired.

Mr, RANSLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. CocHRAN].
e=)Mr. COCHRAN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, ladies and
gentlemen of the committee, on April 8 the Senate sent to the
House its Resolution 49 and asked that the House join in it,
to the end that it become law. That resolution was referred to
the Committee on Military Affairs, and it was not lightly turned
agide, Careful consideration was given teo it, and because it
seems o have been neglected in the discussion to-day I desire to
call a few of its provisions to your attention.

In the first place, the committee differed with the resolution
in principle, for it provided for the Government operation of the
properties and facilities at Muscle Shoals. I may say that
almost all of us do not believe in that principle, for we believe
that the funetion of government is to govern and not place
itself in competition with any of its citizens.

The best argument against Government operation is Muscle
Shoals itself. The evidence before the committee is to the
effect that private interests offered to construct the Wilson
Dam and its power units for $19,000,000, and the Government
at the same time, with the same labor and material costs, con-
structed it at an expense of $47,000,000.

The Senate resolution creates the Muscle Shoals Corporation
of the United States. It sets up three directors, with no
qualifications other than a profession of faith in the feasibility
of the proposition. Its board of directors appoints a general
manager, and the general manager appoints two assistant man-
agers, by and with the consent of the board., The corporation
is not bound to the production of a single pound of fertilizer.
So far as nitrate plants No. 1 and No. 2 are concerned, it is
bound only to experiment with them. With regard to the
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power plant it is bound only to sell the power, giving preference
to States, counties, and municipalities, and then permitting the
sale of this power to private interests for resale at a profit for
periods of 10 years at a time.

If we examine the bill, the most important funetion of this
corporation is the construction of another immense power
proposition at Muscle Shoals, 300 miles up the river at Cove
Creek. That is an immense construetion. Its flowage area
will cover 60,000 acres of land. Towns and municipalities will
have to be removed and churches, schools, houses and ceme-
teries, railroads, public roads, and bridges; and this dam will
have to be constructed, and generating units installed to pro-
duce 200,000 horsepower per year.

This Government corporation would be authorized to con-
struet transmission lines. It is estimated that this dam and
the generating units will cost $40,000,000. A transmission line
from Cove Creek to Muscle Shoals, 300 miles, it is estimated,
will cost $9,000,000 more.

When I look at the duty of this corporation to construct a
power project at Cove Creek much larger than the greatest
amount of primary power than can be produced at Muscle
Shoals after the construction of the Cove Creek Dam, I am
wondering which is the power bill, the Senate bill or the House
amendment.

The Senate bill carries an authorization of $10,000,000, with
$2,000,000 of the $10,000,000 to be expended this year in the
commencement of construction at Cove Creek.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Will the genileman yield?

Mr. COCHRAN of Pennsylvania. Certainly.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I find the gentleman has not al-
ways been opposed to the Government constructing dams, be-
cause he voted for a large dam in the West costing many more
millions, and voted against recommitting the bill.

Mr. COCHRAN of Pennsylvania. I will say that is an en-
tirely different propesition.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I see.

Mr. COCHRAN of Pennsylvania, These are a few of the rea-
sons which induced the House Committee on Military Affairs
unanimously to pass over the Senate resolution and to appoint
a subcommittee of five to draft a Muscle Shoals bill.

This is not a leasing bill in the sense that it writes a lease.
It simply authorizes a board of three to negotiate a lease upon
certain principles and under certain limitations enumerated.
This board of three would be appointed by the President, and
without the consent and approval of the Senate, because it is
a temporary board, expiring the 1st of December, 1931.

The first duty of this board is to organize, then to cause an
appraisement to be made, then to advertise for bids for the
leaging of Musecle Shoals. It is authorized to enter into one or
more leases. I believe that in the end one lease will be con-
summated. I believe it is wise that multiple leases may be con-
summated, because it places in competition with the large inter-
ests able to make a single lease, a number of smaller lessees;
but it is immaterial to the success of the project whether one
lease or multiple leases be entered into, because if multiple
leases are entered into there is a provision in this substitute bill
requiring all lessees to join in a holding corporation for the
allocation of the power among the several lessees and fixing the
prices to be paid for it. So that under this bill we have the
benefit of competition and arrive at the same end whether
originally we have one lease or multiple leases.

The power is the greatest value here. The bill provides, in
its final section, that the power can not be leased unless at the
same time or prior thereto leases are or have been negotiated
for the production of fertilizer.

Every watt of the power there is dedicated to the production
of fertilizer, and, those needs being supplied, the power next is
to be allocated to States, counties, and municipalities. Up to
this point the disposition of the surplus power, under the sub-
stitnte bill, is identical with its disposition under the Norris
bill. Under the Norris bill at this point the power could be
sold to private power-distributing companies, but under the
substitute bill it must next be sold to industry, ferroalloy and
chemical industries; and, those demands being satisfied, it may
be sold to private power-distributing companies for the identi-
cal time for which it could be sold under the Norris bill, the
only difference being that under the Norris bill a contract to a
private power-distributing company can be canceled upon two
years' notice, and under the substitute bill two years prior to
the expiration of a 10-year lease any company having a prior
right could step in and take the power away at the expiration
of the two years from the private power-distributing companies,

It is said that this bill departs from principles that have
been heretofore enunciated by the commitree and by the Con-
gress, It might be sufficient to say in answer that it is perhaps
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wise after 10 years of failure to depart from at least some of
those principles which have not sncceeded. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania has expired.

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr., TAYLoOR].

Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman and members of
the committee, at the outset of my remarks I desire to con-
gratulate the Rules Committee on the wisdom of the liberal rule
that it has reported for the consideration of this very important
legislation. In view of the tremendous magnitude and national
importance of this measure, to have considered it under suspen-
sion or under an arbitrary rule that would have limited debate
and barred amendments would have been a very serious mis-
take for those charged with the responsibility of leadership and
legislation.

The Muscle Shoals problem has been the most abstruse and
obtuse guestion that has challenged the consideration of the
Congress for many years. For a decade we have had Muscle
Shoals with us, and it seems to me that our failure to solve the
Muscle Shoals problem is a serious reflection upon our ability
to function as a legiglative body.

There can be but two explanations for our failure to dispose
of this guestion; we are either impotent to act, or we deliber-
ately do not want to act; and either horn of the dilemma is
indeed a sad commentary upon this body which we are accus-
tomed to preclaim the greatest legislative agency in the world.

It is a well-known fact that the development of the Muscle
Shoals program will make the area contiguous thereto the great-
est hydroelectrie region in the world. And it has been suggested
that peradventure a certain section or certain sections of this
commniry are apprehensive lest they may suffer industrial loss if
this program is consummated. I can not believe that such a
selfish and sordid sentiment could actuate any Member of this
body from whatever section he may come. Such an unpatriotic
motive is unworthy of any man or woman fit to occupy a seat
in this Chamber. It is perhaps true that the proposed develop-
ment will ultimately make the Tennessee River Valley a veri-
table industrial Ruhr, but what patriotic American does not
rejoice to see any section of his country prosper? After all,
we are all Americans and all for America.

When Members of Congress from the East, North, and South
voted millions upon millions for the irrigation and reclamation
of the arid lands of the West, a thought of local benefit or dis-
advantage did not cccur to them. The interior States derive no
direct benefit from the great Panama Canal, yet in a spirit of
national pride and to promote and secure the general welfare
they unhesitatingly voted the necessary appropriation to con-
struct it. Along with a large majority of the membership of
the House, I voted for the Boulder Dam project beeause I con-
sidered it a meritorious propesition that wonld mean much for
the development of the great Southwest, realizing at the time
that no direct benefit would inure to me or my constituency
therefrom.

And now we of the SBouth come fo you in the same spirit and
on the same hypothesis, and appeal to your high sense of patriot-
ism and ask you to divest yourself of any personal interest or
prejudice, if you have such, and unite with us in the passage of
a measure that will finally and forever settle a question that
has agitated the American people for the past 10 years, and pro-
vide for a development that will employ thousands of people and
add untold millions to the wealth of this great Nation.

Mr. Chairman, I am not so much econcerned as to the form
that may be employed as I am about the result and the sub-
stance. While as a general proposition I have always been op-
posed to Government ownership and operation, I recognize that
there is a great deal of merit in the measure that has passed
the Senate on this subject. In view of the faet that the Cove
Creek Dam is to be used primarily as a storage proposition to
aid navigation and flood control, but chiefly to increase the pri-
mary power on projects below, I believe this great dam should
be built by the Government so that no complications ean pos-
sibly arise in the future as to its instant control, if necessary.
It is a well-known faet that the Cove Creek Dam, if employed
exclusively as a hydroelectric project, could be made one of the
largest and most powerful in the world, but we all recognize
that its greatest value consists in its possibilities as a contri-
bution to flood control, navigation, and its auxiliary importance
to hydroelectric development downstream. It has been eon-
servatively estimated that Cove Creek will double the primary
power at all the dams now existing or that may hereafter be
built below on the Tennessee from Cove Creek to Cairo.

As I said before, Mr. Chairman, I think we should cease hag-
gling over the method of disposing of Muscle Shoals and seri-
ously and sincerely set about the solution of this problem. We
realize that there are two scheols of thought in the Congress on
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this subject that are as diametrical to each other as the east is
te the west—the private-ownership and the Government-owner-
ship groups. And as practical men and women it must be appar-
ent to us that to get together and solve and eliminate this hectic
problem, we must approach it in a spirit of “give and take.”
It would be worse than folly for us to pass a bill here that we
know in advance will have absolutely no chance of favorable
consideration at the other end of the Capitol. Such procedure
will be simply child’s play—hollow mockery of “the purest ray
serene.” Therefore, I think we should pass the pending bill
with some more or less minor, yet material, amendments, with
the Senate bill as an alternative. There can be no sound objec-
tion to this if your professions are bona fide. If this leasing bill
is sound in principle and workable, there will never be oceasion
to resort to the alternative.

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that the objection of some gen-
tlemen to this alternative plan betrays a lack of good faith on
their part. Why, gentlemen, if your bill is wise and practiecal,
what have you to fear? On the contrary, if it is not wise and
practical, and if its terms ean not be carried into effect, in the
interest of the people of the South and the Government ifself,
the other method should have the right of way. If you are
really sincere in wishing to dispose of the Muscle Shoals ques-
tion, let us approach the subject with eandor and without equiv-
ocation, and with some degree of sympathy., The proposition is
clear and elean-cut, and you can not dodge the issue,

Picture to-day a gigantic plant representing $150,000.000 of
the people’s money that has been idle ever since its compietion
more than five years ago, with some of the units rapidly disin-
tegrating due to negleet, and with hundreds of thousands of
horsepower going to waste that could be such a blessing, but due
to congressional indifference or impotency, of no benefit whatso-
ever to mankind., Picture a great river system, the beantiful
Tennessee and her tributaries, teeming with undeveloped water
power. Picture thousands of unemployed petitioning the Con-
gress of the United States to harness the tremendous and all but
fabulous forces of this great river to the end that industry may
spring up and give employment and afford happiness and con-
tentment to the people. This is the situation presented by the
Muscle Shoals problem to-day.

While the people who reside within the area adjacent to this
great project are aroused to a tremendous intensity by the
prospect of action at this session of the Congress, this is by
no means a matter of local interest. The patience of the people
of the whole Nation has been taxed to the breaking point by
the inaetion or the indifference of the Congress to this problem.
And now shall Un¢le Sam emmulate the example of the dog in
the manger by taking the very selfish attitude of refusing to
do this job himself nor permifting private capital to do it?
This is the gituation in its final analysis.

Another objectionable feature in the pending bill is the un-

long time limit allowed the commission in which to
negotiate the lease provided for. It seems to me that six
months from the passage of the bill ought to be sufficient—12
months would certainly be ample. And if the commission at
the expiration of the 12 months shall not have consummated the
lease contemplated, then the Government should proceed under
the Senate alternative. =

Mr. Chairman, in my humble judgment, this guestion would
have been settled long ago but for outside interference. We
have assigned one excuse after another for not aeting in the
past, but the fact remains that Congress has had less to do
with this legislation than any other that has ever come before
it. We have exhausted our alibis and we are now confronted
by the naked, unvarnished, and grim-visaged specter of plain
duty. Will we funetion or shall we by our own failure to act
admit that the Congress of the Unifed States is in reality not
an independent, potent, and responsible body.

Mr. Chairman, the burden and responsibility for this legisla- -
tion is on the party in power, and I desire to remind my Re-
publican friends that if this Congress fails to dispose of the
Muscle Shoals question its blood will be upon our hands.
[Applause.]

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, -how much time is
left to this side?

- The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman has five minutes.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. I yield five minutes to the gentle-
man from Alabama [Mr. STEAGALL].

Mr. STEAGALL., Mr. Chairman and members of the com-

mittee, I share deeply the anxiety felt by those who desire an
early settlement of the Muscle Shoals question, but I do not
think that we should allow haste at this late hour to be the
sole controlling infinence in our actions.

The plain truth is that the country should understand that
there will be no Muscle Shoals legislation during this session
of Congress, I am sorry this is the case, but Members of the
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House understand this fully. I am sorry that those who are
responsible for what is to be done at this session of Congress
did not bring forward legislation dealing with the Muscle
Shoals problem at the beginning of the session. Muscle Shoals
legislation lies at the threshhold of the farm problem in this
country, which the couniry has been told the Congress was
called into extraordinary session to solve., During all these
long months no plan has been put forward by the adminis-
tration to end the matter., No constructive suggestion has been
made; nothing has been said save to object to plans proposed.

Now, I can not bring myself to support this bill as reported by
the Military Affairs Committee of the House. I should like to
read, but time will not permit, the act under which this project
was inaugurated. It was made one project; the only division
contemplated was that the project should be devoted to prepara-
tion for war when necessary and for the manufacture of fer-
tilizer for the benefit of agriculture in time of peace.

If we separate this property as is proposed in this bill, the
cause of agriculture will be forgotten in two years and the bene-
fits of this great project, innugurated in the interest of agricul-
ture, will be forever lost. It will be a betrayal of our trust if
we attempt to divert that project from the purpose for which it
was originally devoted and for which the initial appropriation
wis made. ®

Oh, they say that the Norris bill is only an experiment and
therefore we should support the bill reported by the Committee
on Military Affairs.

So far as I am concerned, I am not wedded to any particular
bill. I have voted for whatever measures have been brought
here, so long as they have adhered to the fundamental purpose
of the original act which provided for the development at Muscle
Shoals. The Norris bill adheres to that purpose, because it
keeps the property in the hands of the Government and to be
used for national defense and for the production of fertilizers.

Oh, they say it only provides for experiments. Suppose it
does. So long as the Government holds and operates the plant
there is not the same need for a specific contract as to how much
fertilizers should be manufactured. There is no need for the
Government to confract or enter into guaranties with Iitself.
But it is a different matter if the project is to be turned over to
private control. Of course, it will require several years to
develop the property to its full capacity.

Kvery offer we had contemplated that it would take a year
before they could manufacture fertilizer by any process at
Muscle Shoals. But, after all, the bill before us is nothing
more than an experiment and carries the implication that it
can not suceeed. I defy any lawyer in the House to say that
it is more than an experiment. It is worse than the Norris
experiment, because this bill carries with it the suggestion to
private owners to whom it is to be leased that they can not
carry out their part of the contract, and then gives them a way
to escape enforcement of the contract. [Applause.]

Mr. HILL of Alabama. It is an invitation.

Mr. STEAGALL. An invitation; yes, a suggestion and an
invitation. [Applause.]

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. FIsHER].

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, it is my intention to vote for this leasing bill, but I sin-
cerely hope that during its consideration, and before it is
passed by the House, it will earry the provisions of the Norris
bill as a condition that if there should be a failure upon the
part of the board provided in this bill to effect a lease, then the
Norris bill should go into effect and Muscle Shoals property de-
veloped in that way. It is a very difficult proposition for all to
agree on Muscle Shoals legislation, and at the beginning of this
gession our committee began to study just what would be done.
There was a vote on whether or not we would take up the
Norris bill which was before us, and as one of the very small
minority I voted for the Norris bill, because I thought amend-
ments could be made to it that would probably make it accept-
able to the Executive, but T saw and heard later that we would
not be fortunate if we passed it or a bill from the committee
like the Norris bill in getting a rule for its consideration;
whereas, if a leasing bill were reported from the committee there
would be a better chance to have it considered by this Congress.

It was the judgment of the House Committee on Military
Affairs that there should be substituted for the Norris bill,
which passed the Senate on April 2, providing for Government
operation of the Muscle Shoals properties, a leasing plan with
the creation of a board of three, after an appraisal of the
properties, to negotiate and entertain proposals for the develop-
ment of these properties. All three of this board would have
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to agree and require a bond effective for five years, the lease
would be in full force and binding upon the United States pro-
vided it met with the approval of the President.

It was in 1916 that the President was authorized and empow-
ered by the Congress to proceed to provide for the manufacture
of nitrates and fertilizers. Muscle Shoals was the site recom-
mended to the President by a commission because of its great
water power and other natural resources. With the declaration
of war there were soon gigantic efforts made to build the dam
to harness the water power, steam power plants, nitrate plants,
and a town to house the workers. Just before the armistice,
nitrate plant No. 2 was completed sufficiently to start operation,
which was continued for a sufficient length of time to demon-
strate that it would produce the ammoniom nitrate in the quan-
tities it was designed to produce. Since then these great plants
have been closed, but both buildings and machinery have been
kept in good condition.

The problem of disposition or development of Muscle Shoals
has been before the Congress without final solution for many
years. The Ford offer was accepted by the House but falled to
pass the Senate. Our committee has used it as a yardstick when
other offers were being considered, but having *failed to get
offers which were acceptable and after many attempts were
made by special committees and commissions, the Congress in
1928 passed the bill named the Norris bill providing for Govern-
ment operation. It was presented to the President for his
approval, but it was given a pocket veto, which did not require
him to give the reasons why.

In this bill providing for the leasing of the properties by the
board for guidance in negotiations with interested parties for
a contract there are given the details of the general principles
and special requirements of the Muscle Shoals development,
which are to be followed in the contract so that it may comply
with the wishes of the Congress. The leasing board is author-
ized in entering into a contract, in no case the length of time
to exceed 50 years, to turn over the properties which include
the Wilson Dam and other properties described ; the authority
to exercise the right of eminent domain necessary for the main-
tenance and construction of trackage and transmission lines. It
is required that in the properties which can be used in the
processes in the manufacturing of fertilizer bases or fertilizer
there must be, within three years and six months, manufac-
tured annually an acceptable plant food containing the proper
amount of nitrogen; that there shall be increases each year,
depending upon the market demands, until the maximum pro-
duction capacity of the plants is reached, using the plants which
are best adapted to the most efficient methods of fixation of
nitrogen ; that when the unsold supply falls below 2,500 tons of
fixed nitrogen, production should be increased; that a labora-
tory research shall be maintained to determine how to produce
a better grade of fertilizer at a lower price; that the sale of
the fertilizers shall not exceed 8 per cent profit and costs will
include amount paid for rent, not over 6 per cent on invested
capital, and no allowance for royalty of any patent, patent
right, or patented process, if already interested, but if such is
bought to reduce cost of fertilizer it will be proper item of cost;
that two productive engineers representing the Government and
lessee and selection of certified accountants by them for ascer-
taining proper cost of fertilizer, this expense to be included in
costs; that allowance of credit against cost of production be
allowed for profit on sale of electricity sold during temporary
suspension of plants and also not over 50 per cent of the profit
for sale of electricity if it is developed that less is needed in
the process; that preference in sales will be given to, first,
farmers and cooperators, second, to States or State agencies;
that primary and secondary power shall not be sold to any per-
son or corporation for use in fixation of nitrogen or manufacture
of fertilizers if associated in any way with fixing or maintain-
ing noncompetitive process for nifrogen or nitrogen products;
that annual payments to the United States for term of lease in
a sum which at 4 per cent per annum compounded over 50 years
would insure the United States of the appraised valuation of
the properties, except no payments are to be made to amortize
the appraised valuation of the two nitrate plants so long as
they or either of them are used by lessee for fixation of nitrogen
for fertilizers; that the rental for the use of the properties
leased is to be paid by the lessee when and in amounts as the
board shall determine fair and reasonable; that there will be
an equitable allocation of surplus power among States within
economic transmission distance, the sale and equitable alloca-
tion of primary or secondary power to those States, counties,
municipalities, and political subdivisions as may make demand
and agree to pay a reasonable price, the contract for the sale of
the power not to exceed 10 years; that nitrate plants, the build-
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ings and equipment installed for the production of nitric acid
by the acidation of ammonia and for the production of ammo-
nium nitrate for ammonia and nitric acid shall be maintained
in good condition, ready for immediate operation in the event
of war, and the Secretaries of War and Agriculture, or their
representatives, will have access to the operations of the plants
and laboratories; that the right of temporary recapture is given
to the Government in event of war and damages will be paid
to the lessee, the amount to be fixed by the Court of Claims;
that in the event of failure of the lessee to comply with the
terms of the lease the Government is given the right to make
permanent recapture by instituting proceedings by the Attorney
General, except as to the Cove Creek Dam when constructed.

Cove Creek Dam: Particular attention is called to section 2,
in which the construction of a dam in and across Clinch River,
approximately 8 miles north of Clinton, in the State of Ten-
nessee, upon the dam site known as Cove Creek, shall be re-
quired by the terms of any lease. In the final report made by
Maj. Gen. Lytle Brown, Chief of Engineers, on the Tennessee
River and its tributaries, this Cove Creck Dam is shown to be
the “key"” dam in the great development of the Tennessee
River, which; together with its tributaries, has 1,300 miles
capable of being navigated by steamboats and barges and 1,000
miles still farther by rafts and flat boats, all located in or
adjacent to seven States, This dam, if built, according to the
latest approved designs of the Chief of Engineers, would, with
navigation and flood control aid, together with its own power
development, bring about great benefits,

The engineers in taking cores from the borings at the dam
site found the existence of a rock whose condition is suitable
for the foundation of a dam of the size and type recommended
by them. The capacity of the proposed power plant is placed
at the maximum of 220,000 horsepower.

The reservoir, with the regulation of the stream flow, will
aid facilities of navigation and flood conftrol and greatly in-
crease the power of all the dams below, which at the present
tinre would be Hales Bar and Wilson Dams. It would mean
that the primary power at Wilson Dam would be increased
more than 50 per cent, or total about 135,000 horsepower. If
and when all the dams in the plans of development are built
there will be a still greater increase of horsepower for the
entire system. It will be readily recognized how important it
is for the United States as owner of the Wilson Dam that
Cove Creek Dam be built; its value would be greatly increased,
for its wenkness is in the high and low water of the Tennessee
River. The same importance would apply for the lessee for the
control of the water in the reservoir would give not only in-
crease of power in the release of water when the river was
low but also the release of power by the use of transmission
lines.

It is provided that if the leasing board finds that the costs
of construction of Cove Creek Dam and of its operation for inr
provement of navigation and flood control will be in excess of
what will be a reasonable cost of same for power purposes the
President may issne a license on conditions to be expressed in
the license that the United States will reimburse the licensee
in amount deemed by leasing board as necessary contribution
for the cost of the project for navigation, improvements, and
flood control.

Of interest to all Tennesseeans will be the provision in section
3 of the bill, which amends the Federal water power act of 1920
so that the State of Tennessee—

(by At the expiration of the license for the construction and opera-
tion of sald dam at the Cove Creek site the State of Tennessee shall
have the right to recapture the interests of the lessee or lesseces and
licensee or licensees In sald dam and appurtenant structures, inecluding
hydroelectric generating equipment, but exclusive of any barge lift or
navigation appliances, by paying the lessee or lessees or lleensee or
licensees therefor an amount equal to the net Investment, as defined in
sald Federal water power act of 1920, as amended, made by said lessee
or lessees and licensee or licensees in said dam and appurtenant strue-
tures : Provided, That In the event the State of Tennessee shall exercise
the right hereby conferred, the State of Tennessee and its agents shall
hold and operate the same in the interest of the development of the
maximum primary power at Dam No. 2 and of navigation, and subject
to the provisiong of the Federal water power act of 1020, as amended,
to the same extent as If the same were held and operated by the United
States or a licensee thereof.

There is also in section 8, subsection A, provigion that the
appropriate agency of the State of Tennessee i to cooperate
with the Federal Power Commission in the establishment of a
policy as to reasonable royaltles due from power projects in
Tennessee, now existing or to be constructed on the Tennessee
or Clinch Rivers downstream from the Cove Creek Dam.
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The cost of Cove Creek Dam, according to the plans, is esti-
mated at $37,540,643, approximately $5,000,000 for navigation.
Its height is to be 225 feet, with a reservoir 74 miles long, with
04,525 acres impounding 3,000,000 acre-feet of water. The Fed-
eral water power act gives the Secretary of War the power to
regulate the discharge of water or the control of the pool level
in the interest of navigation and flood control. This reservoir
will hold its impounded 3,000,000 acre-feet of water which other-
wise, regardless of flood conditions unrestrained, would be on
its way to empty its flood record of 499,000 second-feet into the
Ohio River, only 47 miles from the Mississippi River.

Major General Brown, in his recent report on the Tennessee
River, states:

loods occur frequently on the main stream and on the lower part of
most of the tributaries. The damage done by ordinary floods is not
great, but the flood of 1926, the largest of record, caused damages esti-
mated at $2,650,000. The district englneer states that still larger floods
are possible, and that a flood of the magnitude which might be expected
to occur onece in 500 years would do damage amounting to $14,000,000,
Including damages from such future floods, he estimates the average
damage from floods at $1,780,000 annually.

The damages done by the flood in 1926 to Chattanooga have
been estimated at $600,000. Knoxvills Ttockwood, Florence, and
other towns also suffered losses,

Major Watkins, who had charge of the survey of the Tennes-
see River, in the hearings before our committee, stated that he
had made a thorough study of the effect the building of the Cove
Creek Dam would have had upon the reduction of flood heights
during the 1926 flood; at Rockwood about 6.6 feet: at Chatta-
nooga, 6.7 feet; at Florence, 1.8 feet; and at Johnsonville, 1.6
feet.

During the exhaustive study of the flood-control problem of
the Mississippl Valley in 1928 by the Committes on Flood Con-
trol a survey was made as to the practical use of reservoirs to
impound the flood waters. ]

There were sought sites for reservoirs where the stored water
could be used for producing power if not for irrigating lands, It
was found that the lands were fertile which were to be flooded,
and the costs of these lands would make the reservoirs too ex-
pensive. In the survey in the Cove Creek area it is shown that
the land costs under $40 per acre.

These great resources of nafure should be harnessed, for the
power will bring industries; the improved navigation by regu-
lation of its pool level will materially aid in giving 12 months
of activities to the boats and barges which will be forthcoming
to meet the demands of future commerce on the Tennessee
River, which will include products best adapted for water traffic,
such as coal, iron ore, marble, limestone, cement materials, sand,
and gravel; that the controlled waters in flood seasons wonld
end the damaging floods to the cities along the Tennessee and
give the economic advantage which would follow, and aid in
the great problem of the control of the Mississippi River.

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Nevada [Mr. AReNTzZ].

Mr. ARENTZ. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of the
committee, for about eight years now we have tried to draw
up a contract in Congress to dispose of Muscle Shoals. We have
not gotten anywhere. To-day we have a bill before us to appoint
a committee of three men to draw up contracts, leases, and
agreements for us. Whether we believe in the scheme as laid
down to-day in this bill or not, we are going to be separated
in our vote; so far as the vote on this bill is concerned, we
must decide as to whether we believe in Government operation
or in privgte operation. z

The bill as proposed by the Military Affairs Committee takes
the operation of this plant out of the hands of the Government,
The Norris bill places the operation of the plant in the Govern-
ment. I think the bill could be changed in many ways to make
it a better bill. Personally I do not believe the States of Ten-
nessee and Alabama are considered as they should be in the
bill. The statement was made by the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. DovgrLas] that Alabama and Tennessee could tax this
property and gather in quite a bit of revenue from taxation.
The bill states that the only taxable property in conjunction
with this work will consist of plant or machinery hereafter to
be constructed by the lessees. It does not have anything to do
with the taxing of the present plant or the present machinery
or the improvements of possible tens of millions of dollars that
will go in the plant to make it workable, so that the taxable
power of the States of Alabama and Mississippi is rather a
nebulous thing, because there will be very little, if anything,
to tax.

I want to confine myself for a moment to the matter of the
Cove Creek Reservoir. It seems to me that the present project
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as it is, comprising the development of some 80,000 horse-
power, should stand upon its own bottom. We should make
contracts for the delivery and sale of that power for the manu-
facture of nitrogen or for the distribution of the power to
municipalities just as it is without tying it up to the construc-
tion of the Cove Creek Reservoir, a reservoir that will cost
approximately from $38,000,000 to $40,000,000. We are going to
get a very poor contract, it seems to me, from those who want
to buy power or from those who want to manufacture fertilizer
if we have in the immediate distance an expenditure of
$38,000,000 to $40,000,000 for reservoirs. It seems to me far
better to confine the matter to the sale and disposition and use
of the 80,000 firm hersepower flowing from the machinery now
installed at Muscle Shoals when operating to full capacity.
But we understand that the plant now in existence will actually
produce about 80,000 horsepower. It seems to me that it is
far better to sell that 80,000 and arrange later on for the con-
struction of the Cove Creek Reservoir at a cost to the Federal
Government, and then to amortize the cost of that Cove Creek
construction of $38,000,000 through revenue derived from the
sale of the 80,000 horsepower and the additional horsepower
that will be brought about by the construction of Cove Creek
Reservoir.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Nevada
has expired. The Clerk will report the bill for amendment.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary
inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. As I understand, under the rules,
this bill is subject to amendment by sections, not by paragraphs.

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

The Clerk read as follows:

That the President of the United States (hereinafter referred to as
the President) be, and is hereby, authorized and empowered to appoint
three eminent eitizens of the United States, one of whom shall be identi-
fied with agriculture, and these three shall constitute a leasing board
(bereinafter designated as the leasing board) for the purpose of negotiat-
ing the contract or contracts hereinafter authorized, and the term of
office of all members of the leasing board shall expire December 1, 1931,
The members of said leasing board shall upon receiving notification of
their appointment take an oath faithfully to perform the duties imposed
by the provisions of this act, and upon the filing of said oath with
the President, commissions shall be issued to them, and thereupon the
President shall set a time and place for their meeting, when the leasing
board shall organize.

The leasing board is hereby directed to appoint appraisers to appraise
the United States properties constituting the Muscle Shoals development,
separating the same Into such parts as the leasing board may direct,
and the value of each and all, as determined by such appraisers, shall
represent the present fair value of United States properties involved,
and shall, after approval by the leasing board, be final for all the pur-
poses of this act: Provided, That if two or more leases shall be under
consideration the leasing board may direct a rearrangement of the parts
and a consequent reappraisal thereof.

The leasing board shall give notice, for a reasonable time and in such
manner as to them shall seem most likely to insure the widest cireula-
tion, that they are ready to entertain proposals for the leasing of the
Muscle Shoals property hereinafter described, and the leasing board
ghall furnish to any person on demand full information as to the
appraised value of said properties or any part thereof. The concurrence
of at least two members of the leasing board shall be necessary for any
action, except in the case of the execution of a lease or leases which
shall require the concurrence of all members of the leasing Loard. If
any member of the leasing board die, resign, or be dismissed by the
President for any cause whatsoever, the President shall fill the place
thos made vacant.

When the leasing board shall have negotiated a lease or leases for the
Muscle Shoals properties as hereinafter authorized they shall require
an adequate performance bond effective for the first five years of the
lease or leases and shall then execute the sald lease or leases by slgning
their names thereto, and the lessee or lessees ghall affix their signatures
thereto, and thereupon the deaft of such lease or leases shall be sub-
mitted to the President, who shall consider the same, and who, in not
less than 20 days nor more than 60 days after he shall receive the
same, may approve of the same in writing, and if the President shall
so approve they shall forthwith become effective and binding upon the
Government of the United States and upon the lessee or lessees, But if
the President withhold his approval thereof, the leasing board shall have
the right to reopen negotiations, and if another draft of such lease
or leases be agreed upon and executed, then the same shall be submitted
to the President, and the like proceedings be had with reference thereto.

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee
do now rise.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it,
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Mr. LAGUARDIA. The section which has just been read will
be open for amendment to-morrow morning?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the gentleman from Pennsylvania that the committee
do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. MApEs, Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, having under consid-
eration the resolution (8. J. Res. 49) to provide for the national
defense by the creation of a corporation for the operation of the
Government property at and near Muscle Shoals, in the State of
Alabama, and for other purposes, reported that that committee
had come to no resolution thereon.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message
from the President of the United States:

To the House of Representatives:

In compliance with the request contained in House Concur-
rent Resolution 33, passed May 24, 1930, I return herewith the
bill H. R. 185 entitled “An act to amend section 180, title 28,
United States Code, as amended.”

: HerBErT HOOVER,

Tar WaITE HoUsE, May 27, 1930.

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 180, TITLE 28, UNITED BTATES CODE

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
present the following resolution and ask for its present con-
sideration.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania presents
a resolution and asks unanimous consent for its present con-
gideration. The Clerk will report it.

The Clerk read as follows:

House Concurrent Resolution 85

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate comcurring),
That the action of the Speaker of the House of Representatives and of
the Vice President in signing the bill (H. R. 183) entitled *“ An act
to amend section 180, title 28, United States Code, as amended,” be
rescinded, and that in the reenrollment of said bill the word “ Rich-

mond * be stricken out and the word “ Richland " be inserted in lieu
thereof.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, I understand this is the quickest
parliamentary method by which the change can be made by
which the gentleman may have the bill recalled?

The SPEAKER. Yes. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, its principal
clerk, announced that the Senate insists upon its amendments
to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 270) entitled “ Joint reso-
laution authorizing an appropriation to defray the expenses
of the participation of the Government in the Sixth Pan Ameri-
can Child Congress, to be held at Lima, Pern, July, 1930,” dis-
agreed to by the House; agrees to the conference asked by the
House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. Boram, Mr. Jounson, and Mr. SwWANsoN to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with-
:lttlf amendment joint resolutions of the House of the following

es:

H. J. Res. 346. Joint resolution to supply a deficiency in the
appropriation for the employees' compensation fund for the
fiscal year 1930;

H. J. Res. 349. Joint resolution making an appropriation to
the Grand Army of the Republic Memorial Day Corporation for
use on May 30, 1930; and

H. J. Res. 350, Joint resolution to provide funds for payment
of the expenses of the Marine Band in attending the Fortieth
Annual Confederate Veterans' Reunion.

The message also announced that the Senate had adopted the
following resolution:

Resolved, That the report of the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the yarious amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 2667) entitled “An act to provide revenue, to
regulate commerce with foreign countries, to encourage the indusiries
of the United Btates, to protect American labor, and for other pur-
poses,” upon which the first committee of conference on eaid bill were
unable to agree, which report was presented to the Senate on May 26,
1930, be recommitied to the committee of conference on said bill
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Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. GARNER. If I understood the message from the Senate
aright, it is to the effect that the conferees were unable to
agree. I may not have correctly caught the reading of it, but I
want to challenge the statement of the Senate. I challenge that
report, Mr. Speaker, because the conferees did come to a com-
plete agreement on the differences between the House and Sen-
ate. That report from the Senate is not correct. I do not hap-
pen to see any other conferees on the part of the House present
at this moment, but I think the gentleman from Oregon [Mr,
Hawrey] and the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. BACHA-
RACH] and the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Corrier], if
they were here, would confirm that statement that the conferees
did come to a complete agreement.

The SPEAKER. The Chair understands that this is merely
to continue its conference.

AMr. GARNER. I am speaking about the statement in the
message from the Senate to the House. I do not think that the
House or its conferees should be put in the attitude of having
its conferees go back to conference on the theory that we did
not arrive at a complete agreement, because, as a matter of
fact, the conferees did arrive at a complete agreement., I see
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr, HawLey] is here. I will ask
the gentleman from Oregon, Did not the conferees come to a
complete agreement on the differences between the House and
Senate?

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes; on all matters included within our
Jurisdietion,

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, may we have the message
again read?

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Clerk will again read
the message.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the report of the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the various amendments of the
Senale to the bill (H. R. 2667) entitled “An act to provide revenue, to
regulate commerce with foreign countries, to encourage the industries of
the United States, to protect American labor, and for other purposes,”
upon which the first committee of conference on said bill were unable to
agree, which report was presented to the Senate on May 26, 1930, be
recommitted to the committee of conference on sald bill.

Mr. HAWLEY. I think that refers to the first conference,

Mr. CHINDBLOM. That was the matters on which they dis-
agreed on the first conference and which were subsequently sub-
mitted to further conference.

Mr. GARNER. I want to find out what the conferees are
going back to. The conferees on the part of the Honse have
come to a complete agreement and adopted a conference report
in the first instance. Has the Senate disagreed to that con-
ference and asked for a new conference?

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, in view of the
statement of the gentleman from Texas, I think it ought to be
said right now that the report was sent back by the Senate to
the conferees because it included a particular sentence, in agree-
ing to which it was held by the Presiding Officer they exceeded
their authority and violated the rules governing conferences.
This is the langunage——

Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, COOPER of Wisconsin. I yield.

Mr. GARNER. I agree with what the gentleman is going to
say, but that is not the message. The message does not say
anything about the Presiding Officer holding it out of order.
The message simply says that they have disagreed to the first
conference. If they have, the House must agree to a new con-
ference.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I would like to read that lan-
gnage, because I think it should appear in the Recoep at this
point :

In the event the President makes no proclamation of approval or dis-
approval within such 60-day period, the commission shall immediately,
by order, publicly declare such fact, and the date of expiration of such
period, and the increased or decreased rates of duty, and the changes in
classification or in basls of value recommended in the report of the
commission shall, commencing 10 days after the expiration of such
period, take effect with respect to the foreign articles when so imported.

As I understand, the technical point was made that the con-
ferees had no power under the parliamentary rules governing
conferences to agree upon that proposition.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, if reference to the bill is left
out it reads:
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Resolved, That the report of the committee of conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the various amendments of the
Senate * * * qypon which the first committee of conference on said
bill were unable to agree * * =

Then the rest of it—
be recommitted to the committee of conference on said bill,

What they intended to say and what they decided to do in
somewhat indefinite language was that the items that were in
dispute on the second conference are the items referred to here,
and are now to be returned to the second conference,

Mr. GARNER. Is that the interpretation which the Chair
now places upon it?

The SPEAKER. The Chair places that interpretation upon it.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it

Mr. GARNER. In view of the message from the Senate, if
this conference is ealled into session again, it will only be on
the provisions assigned to the second conference?

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks so.

Mr. GARNER. And any action of the first conference can
not be taken up by the House conferees?

The SPEAKER. It would not be before them.

Mr. GARNER. And a point of order on any action taken by
the first conferees would lie against a conference report by the
House Members? s

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not understand the last in-
quiry by the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. GARNER. I propounded the query to the Speaker in
the beginning of the second conference that if the conferees
undertook to change any provision of the first conference report
it would be subject to a point of order in the House of
Representatives.

The SPEAKER. Yes.

Mr. GARNER. That is no longer in conference, so far as the
House is concerned?

The SPEAKER. That is no longer in conference, so far as
the House is concerned.

Mr. GARNER. This conference could only handle what the
second conference was authorized to handle?

The SPEAKER. As the Chair understands the parlinmentary
sitoation, it is this: A point of order was made in the Senate
and sustained, based on the flexible tariff provision, in that the
conferees had exceeded their jurisdiction. The rule in the Sen-
ate in such cases is that where a point of order is made and
sustained, the other House not having acted, the conferees re-
main as conferees, and it is automatically recommitted to the
conference committee, In the House, however, the rule is dif-
ferent. Where a point of order is made and sustained, the
conferees are retired; but in view of the fact that the House
has taken no action, the conferees not having reported any
action of the second conference to the House, the Chair thinks
that automatically, this action having been taken by the Sen-
ate, the existing conferees remain in so far as the second
conference is concerned.

Mr. HAWLEY. That is a fair interpretation, because Senator
Ssoor has called us to meet on Thursday at 10 o’clock.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT—FEDERAL PROBATION OFFICERS

The Chair laid before the House the following message from
the President :

To the House of Representatives:

In compliance with the request contained in House Concurrent
Resolution 34, passed May 26, 1930, I return herewith the bill
H. R. 3975, entitled “An act to amend sections 726 and 727 of
title 18, United States Code, with reference to Federal probation
officers, and to add a new section thereto.”

Herperr HooveR.

Tae WarTE Hovse, May 27, 1930.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of a resolution which deals with the
message of the President just read. As the resolution is some-
what long, I might state its purpose and save time. This is
simply to correct an error in the recital of the act that is to be
amended, owing to the proviso to the code that it should only
be prima facie evidence of the law and not the law. Although
this matter had been passed once in a previous Congress and
by two Attorneys General, the present Attorney General sent a
letter to the President stopping the signing of the bill, hence
the recall. This resolution simply recites the different items
that are to be stricken out, putting the code in brackets and
reciting the original statute that is amended.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, let it be read.
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent for the present consideration of a resolution,
which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read the resolution, as follows:

House Concurrent Resolution 36

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Benate concurring).
That the action of the Speaker of the House of Representatives and of
the Vice President in signing the bill H. R. 8975, entitled “An act to
amend sections T26 of title 18, United States Code, with reference to
Federal probation officers, and fo add a new section thereto,” be re-
scinded, and that in the reenrollment of said bill the following changes
be made : ~

Page 1, line 8 of the engrossed bill strike out all of line 3 and insert
in lien thereof the following:

“ That sections 3 and 4 of the act of March 4, 1925, chapter 521, 43
Statutes at Large, 1260, 1261 (sece. 726 and T27T, title 18, U. 8. C.),
entitled *An act to provide for the establishment of a probation system
in the United States Courts, except in the District of Columbia.’”

Page 1, line 5 of the engrossed bill strike out the figures *“ 726 " and
insert the figure “ 3.”

Page 2, line 21 of the engrossed Dbill strike out the figures “ 727"
and insert the figure “ 4.

Page 3, line 20 of the engrossed bill strike out all of line 20 after
the word “ seetion ™ and all of line 21 and insert in lieu thereof the
following : “ 4 of the act of March 4, 1925, chapter 521, 43 Statutes at
Large, 1261 (sec. 727, title 18, U. 8. C.), entitled *‘An act to provide
for the establishment of a probation system for the United States
Courts, except in the District of Columbia,” as follows ".

Page 3, line 22 of the engrossed bill, strike out the figures “ 726"
and insert the figures “4 (a)."”

Page 1 of the engrossed bill strike out all of the title and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

“To amend the aet of March 4, 1925, chapter 521, and for other
purposes.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr, GARNER. Mr. Speaker, this is merely to cure a defect?

Mr. GRAHAM. That is correct. There is no change in the
substance whatsoever.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no chjection.

The resolution was concurred in.

CONFERENCE REPORT—LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Speaker, I submit a conference report
on the bill (H. R. 11965) making appropriations for the legis-
lative branch of the Government for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1931, and for other purposes, for printing under the
rule.

Mr. GARNER. May I ask the gentleman from Ohio if that
is a complete report?

Mr. MURPHY. Well, not exactly. There are two matters in
it which will have to be brought to the House to-morrow.

Mr. STAFFORD. When does the gentleman expect to bring
this conference report before the House for consideration?

Mr. MURPHY. I am going to ask permission to-morrow.

Mr. STAFFORD. Unless it is very urgent, we would like to
have the entire day given over to the consideration of the
Muscle Shoals legislation.

Mr. MURPHY. It will not take five minutes to dispose of it.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
make a very brief announcement to the House.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr, McSWAIN. Mr, Speaker, I desire to say to the Members
of the House that when the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union resumes its consideration of 8. 49, the
Muscle Shoals matter, I will move to strike out all the lan-
guage which constitutes the House amendment to the bill and
to insert in lieu thereof the language contained in H. R. 12097,
which bill the Members will find printed in the Recorp of
May 26.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McSWAIN. Yes.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. When the gentleman says the Hounse
amendment the gentleman means the committee amendment
which is a substitute for the Senate bill?

Mr. McSWAIN. That is correct.

DESTEUCTION OF DUPLICATE ACCOUNTS

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to

take from the Speaker’s table the bill H. R. 52061, to authorize

the destruction of duplicate accounts and other papers filed in
the offices of clerks of the United States district courts and
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agree to the Senate amendment. The Senate amendment merely
fixes a date from which the 10 years shall be computed. This
bill refers only to the destruction of old papers.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent to take from the Speaker's table House bill
5261, and agree to the Senate amendment. The Clerk will re-
port the bill and the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, as follows:

Page 2, line 7, after * years,” insert “after final disposition of such
proceedings.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. GARNER, May I ask the gentleman from Pennsylvania
if this is satisfactory to his entire committee?

Mr. GRAHAM. It is; and I am authorized by the committee
to ask for this action.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was agreed to.

COMPILED LAWS OF ALASKA

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 5258) to repeal
section 144, Title II, of the act of March 3, 1899, chapter 429
(sec. 2253 of the Compiled Laws of Alaska), and agree to the
Senate amendment. In this case there was a date fixed at
which the bill should become effective ; that date has passed and
the Senate simply struck it out, so that the bill becomes opera-
tive after its passage.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent to take from the Speaker’s table House bill
5258 and agree to the Senate amendment. The Clerk will report
the bill and the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, as follows:

Page 1, line 6, strike out '*, effective on and after January 1, 1930.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?
There was no objection.
The Senate amendment was agreed to.

DEFICIENCY OF POSTAL BEVENUES

Mr. SANDERS of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to call up the bill 8. 3599, to provide for the classi-
fication of extraordinary expenditures contributing to the de-
ficieney of postal revenues and insert the House bill as an
amendment to the Senate bill.

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not anderstand the pro-
cedure suggested by the gentleman.

Mr. SANDERS of New York. To insert the matter in the
House bill as an amendment to the Senate bill.

Mr. TILSON. What is the bill?

Mr. SANDERS of New York. The matter involved is merely
a matter of accounting.

The SPEAKER. The House must agree to consider the bill
before an amendment ean be offered to it. The Clerk will report
the bill.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate bill.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, I did not catch the gentleman's
purpose. What is the request?

Mr. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will permit, this
bill is simply a matter of aceounting in the Post Office Depart-
ment. The Senate has passed a measure and sent it over here,
and it is now on the Speaker's table. The House committee
has unanimously reported a bill, and it is now on the calendar.

Mr. GARNER. Are they similar?

Mr. KELLY. They are substantially similar, but the House
bill contains two small items exactly along thie lines of the
ones contained in the Senate, but they were omitted by inad-
vertence by the Senate eommittee. There is no money involved,
and it is simply a matter of permitting the Postmaster General
to certify to the Secretary of the Treasury items earried in the
Postmaster General's report. It is a matter of accounting.

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KELLY. Yes

Mr. STAFFORD. Is this the bill that provides for an alloca-
tion of cost of service so that the Postmaster General will be
obliged to set aside so much as the cost for franking, so much
for penalty mail, and so on?

Mr. KELLY. No, Mr. Speaker; the Postmaster General in his
report makes an allocation of certain free services and now he
has no authority—

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I think this bill should go
over, not being identical with the House bill, and I object.
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RETIREMENT LEGISLATION

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous‘consent to extend
my remarks on the retirement bill.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr, MEAD. Mr. Speaker, under the law existing prior to
the passage of the present bill the maximum annuity that could
be obtained was $1,000 per annum. This was determined by
ascertaining the basic salary of an employee for the last 10
years of service, not exceeding $1,500 per annum, and multiply-
ing that sum by the years of service, not exceeding 30, and
dividing the total arrived at by 45.

Under the proposed Dale bill the maximum annuity obtain-
able was increased to $1,200 per year. This was determined by
ascertaining the basic salary of an employee for his five high-
est consecutive years of serviece at his option, not to exceed
$1,600 per annum and multiplying this by the years of service,
not to exceed 30 years, and dividing total arrived at by 40.

The Lehlbach bill has incorporated in its provisions the Dale
bill, so that no employee can receive less than what he or she
would have received under the terms of the Dale bill. The
Lehlbach bill also established two funds into which deductions
from salary are paid, and from which annuities are also paid—
(1) the tontine fund and (2) a member’s individual account.
The percentage of deductions from salary—31% per cent—are the
same as heretofore. However, from this deduction from salary
of every person covered by the law is taken the sum of §1 each
month, which is paid into the tontine fund, and the balance is
deposited to the individual account of the member. To illus-
trate: Assuming an employee receives $2,000 a year, 31 per
cent deduction will amount to $70, from which will be taken the
sum of $12 per year to be paid into the tontine fund, and the
balance of $58 will be deposited to the account of the employee.
The tontine contributions apply to all employees equally.

Upon retirement, a member reaching retirement age, will re-
ceive $30 for each year of service, not exceeding 30, from the
tontine fund, and the additional annuity which the amount to
his eredit in his individual account will purchase, in no case to
be less than he would have received under the Dale bill, pro-
vided, however, that no one can receive more than three-quar-
ters of his base pay, which would be the average for the five
highest consecutive years as above stated.

In addition to the above retirement for disability, now 15
years, has been reduced to 5 years. Ages for retirement are
reduced at the option of the employee from 70 to 68, 65 to 63,
and 62 to 60 years of age. The new law is retroactive and it
applies to those already retired, and, inasmuch as the annuity
is computed on any five years of service, this will give those
already retired a substantial inerease in annuity. The Lehl-
bach bill includes all persons already covered by preexisting
law, and also employees of the United States Soldiers’ Home
for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers and some employees in the
Foreign Service and also in the Indian Service. The features
as herein explained are contained in the bill which recently re-
ceived the approval of Congress.

It was the best legislation possible to secure at this session,
and I was pleased to support the original bill as well as the
conference report.

OLEOMARGARINE

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 6) to amend the defini-
tion of oleomargarine contained in the act entitled “An act de-
fining butter, also imposing a tax upon and regulating the
manufacture, sale, importation, and exportation of oleomar-
garine,” approved August 2, 1886, as amended, with Senate
amendments, disagree to the Senate amendments, and ask for
a conference.

The Clerk read the title of the bill

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, this is a very important bill
and some very important amendments have been placed on the
bill in the Senate. I would like to ask the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Haveen] whether he has had a meeting of his committee
with a view to considering these amendments and whether he
is authorized to call the bill up and ask that it go to con-
ference,

Mr. HAUGEN. The bill has not been taken up in committee,

Mr., GARNER. I wish the gentleman would pass this over
until to-morrow, so that we can see some of the membership of
the House, at least on' this side of the House, who are inter-
ested in the Senate amendments, I think they are of sufficient
importance, may I be permitted to say to the gentleman from
Towa, to take the bill to the gentleman’s committee and discuss
it thoroughly with a view to getting an expression of opinion
from the gentleman’s committee, if not an expression from the
House itself,
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It is simply a matter of extending the time
I do not think there are any very important

Mr. HAUGEN.
for 12 months.
amendments,

Mr. GARNER.
until to-morrow,

Mr. HAUGEN. Very well, Mr. Speaker.
request.

I wish the gentleman would let it go over
I withdraw the

HOUR OF MEETING TO-MORROW

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, I have been requested to ask
unanimous consent that the House meet at 11 o'clock to-morrow
instead of 12 o'clock.

Mr. GARNER. As I understand, that is with a view to
trying to finish the consideration of the Muscle Shoals bill
to-morrow ?

Mr. TILSON. Some of those most interested in this bill,
or at least some of those who have taken an active part in ita
consideration, believe that it will necessitate rather long hours
to-morrow to complete its consideration, and therefore have
asked me to make this request. I now submit the request, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Reserving the right to object, will the
gentleman kindly couple with his request that the permission
of the House heretofore given to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary to sit to-morrow afternoon during sessions of the House
be vacated? Some of us are very much interested in this Muscle
Shoals legislation. y

We are also very much interested in what is going on. We
have permission fo sit during the sessions of the House on Mon-
day, Tuesday, and Wednesday. If we are going to meet at 17
o'clock to-morrow, I want to be here.

Mr. MICHENER. The purpose of sltting in the afternoon i
to consider certain bills which we have considered and reported.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. But the order still stands. At 11 o’clock
I want to be here.

Mr. BANKHEAD. This unanimous-consent request does not
make it mandatory.

Mr, LAGUARDIA. If the majority of the committee wants
to sit they have the authority, and we can not be in two places
at the same time.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Connecticut?

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may be privileged to extend their remarks upon
Senate Joint Resolution 49, the Muscle Shoals bill, for five
legislative days, dating from to-morrow.

The SPEAKHER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

The following leave of absence was granted:

To Mr. CocHrAN of Pennsylvania, on account of the death of
a close relative.

To Mr. Morean, for two days, on account of important
business,

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A Dbill of the Senate of the following title was taken from the
Speaker’s table and under the rule referred as follows:

§.4538. An act authorizing the construction, maintenance,
and operation of a bridge across the Missouri River between
Council Bluffs, Iowa, and Omaha, Nebr,; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. CAMPBELL of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on En-
rolled bills, reported that that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled bills and joint resolutions of the House of
the following titles, which were thereupon signed by the
Speaker :

H. R. 7955. An act making appropriations for the military
and nonmilitary activities of the War Department for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1931, and for other purposes;

H.R.9412. An act to provide for a memorial to Theodore
Roosevelt for his leadership in the cause of forest conservation ;

H. R. 11433. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to pro-
vide for the acquisition of certain property in the District of
Columbia for the Library of Congress, and for other purposes,”
approved May 21, 1928, relating to the condemnation of land;

H. J. Res. 328, Joint rescolution authorizing the immediate ap-
propriation of certain amounts authorized to be appropriated by
the settlement of war claims act of 1928;

H. J. Res. 346. Joint resolution to supply a deficiency in the
appropriation for the employees’ compensation fund for the
fiscal year 1930;
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I. J. Res. 349. Joint resolution making an appropriation to
the Grand Ariny of the Republic Memorial Day corporation for
use on May 30, 1930 ; and

H. J. Res. 350. Joint resolution to provide funds for payment
of the expenses of the Marine Band in attending the Fortieth An-
nual Confederate Veterans' Reunion.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to an enrolled bill
of the Senate of the following title:

8.15. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to amend the
aect entitled ‘An act for the retirement of employees in the
classified eivil service, and for other purposes,’ approved May
22, 1920, and acts in amendment thereof,” approved July 3,
1926, as amended.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. CAMPBELL of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on En-
rolled Bills, reported that that committee did on this day present
to the President, for his approval, bills and a joint resolution of
the House of the following titles:

H. R. 203. An act for the relief of James Albert Couch, other-
wise known as Albert Couch;

H. R.567. An act for the relief of Rolla Duncan;

H. R.591. An act for the relief of Howard O. Frink;

H. R. 649. An act for the relief of Albert E. Edwards;

II. R. 666. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to
pay to Eva Broderick for the hire of an automobile by agents of
Indian Service;

H. R.833. An act for the relief of Verl L. Amsbaugh;

H. R. 1198, An act to authorize the United States to be made
a party defendant in any sunit or action which may be com-
menced by the State of Oregon in the United States District
Court for the District of Oregon for the determination of the
title to all or any of the lands constituting the beds of Malheur
and Harney Lakes in Harney County, Oreg., and lands riparian
thereto, and to all or any of the waters of said lakes and their
tributaries, together with the right to control the use thereof,
authorizing all persons claiming to have an interest in said land,
water, or the use thereof to be made parties or to intervene in
sald suit or action, and conferring jurisdiction on the United
States courts over such cause;

H. R. 1837. An act for the relief of Kurt Falb;

H. R. 2152, An act to promote the agriculture of the United
States by expanding in the foreign field the service now ren-
dered by the United States Department of Agriculture in acquir-
ing and diffusing useful information regarding agriculture, and
for other purposes;

H. R. 2604. An act for the relief of Don A. Spencer;

H. R.5259. An act to amend section 939 of the Revised
Statutes;

H. R. 5262. An act to amend section 829 of the Revised Stat-
utes of the United States;

H. R. 5266. An act to amend section 649 of the Revised Stat-
utes (U. S. C,, title 28, sec. 773) ;

H. R. 5268. An act to amend section 1112 of the Code of Law
for the District of Columbia ;

H. R. 6083. An act for the relief of Goldberg & Levkoff;

H. R.G084. An act to ratify the action of a local board of
sales control in respect to contracts between the United States
and Goldberg & Levkoff;

H. R. 6142, An act to authorize the Secretary of the Navy to
lease the United States naval destroyer and submarine base,
Squantum, Mass. ;

H. R.6151. An act to authorize the Secretary of War to as-
sume the care, custody, and control of the monument to the
memory of the soldiers who fell in the Battle of New Orleans,
at Chalmette, La., and to maintain the monument and grounds
surrounding it;

H. R.6414. An act authorizing the Court of Claims of the
United States to hear and determine the claim of the ecity of
Park Place, heretofore an independent municipality, but now a
part of the city of Houston, Tex.;

H.R.7333. An act for the relief of Allen Nichols;

H. R. 7955. An act making appropriations for the military
and nonmilitary activities of the War Department for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1931, and for other purposes;

H. R.8854. An act for the relief of William Taylor Coburn;

H. R.9154. An act to provide for the construction of a revet-
ment wall of Fort Moultrie, 8. C.;

H. R.9334. An act to provide for the study, investigation, and
survey, for commemorative purposes, of the battle field of Sara-
toga, N. Y.;

H. R.9412. An act to provide for a memorial to Theodore
Roosevelt Tfor his leadership in the cause of forest conserva-
tion ;

H.'B.. 10082. An act to authorize the attendance of the Marine
Band at the national encampment of the Grand Army of the
Republie at Cincinnati, Ohio;
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H. R, 10877. An act authorizing appropriations to be expended
under the provisions of sections 4 to 14 of the act of March 1,
1911, entitled “An act to enable any State to cooperate with
any other State or Stafes, or with the United States, for the
protection of the watersheds of navigable streams, and to ap-
point a commission for the acquisition of lands for the purpose
of conserving the navigability of navigable rivers,” as amended ;

H. R. 11433. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to pro-
vide for the acquisition of certain property in the District of
Columbia for the Library of Congress, and for other purposes,”
approved May 21, 1928, relating to the condemnation of land ;

H. R. 11703. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
city of Olean, N. Y., to construct, maintain, and operate a free
Il;igl;'way I(Jlridge across the Allegheny River at or near Olean,

- X.p an

H. J. Res, 343. Joint resolution to supply a deficiency in the
appropriation for miscellaneous items, contingent fund of the
House of Representatives.

ADJOURN MENT

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn. >

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 18
minutes p. m.) the House, under its previous order, adjourned
until to-morrow, Wednesday, May 28, at 11 o'clock a. m.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS

Mr. TILSON submitted the following tentative list of com-
mittee hearings scheduled for Wednesday, May 28, 1930, as
reported to the floor leader by clerks of the several committees:

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
(10.30 a. m.)

Authorizing an annual appropriation to the Braille Institute
of America (Inc.) for the purpose of manufacturing and fur-
nishing embossed books and periodicals for the blind and design-
ing )the conditions upon which the same may be used (H. R.

COMMITTEE ON MILITARY AFFAIRS
(10 a. m.)

To amend the mnational defense act of June 3, 1916, as

amended (H. R. 10478). 3
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
(10.30 a. m.)

Second deficiency bill.

COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS
(10.30 a. m.)

Authorizing the Secretary of the Navy to accept, without cost
to the Government of the United States, a lighter-than-air base
near Sunnyvale, in the county of Santa Clara, State of Cali-
fornia, and construct necessary improvements thereon (H. R.
6310).

Authorizing the Secretary of the Navy to accept a free site
for a lighter-than-air base at Camp Kearny, near San Diego,
Calif., and construct necessary improvements thereon (H. R.
6808).

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY
(230 p. m.)

To authorize the Committee on Banking and Currency to

investigate chain and branch banking (H. Res. 141).

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

502. A communication from the President of the United States,
transmitting draft of a proposed provision pertaining to an ex-
isting appropriation for salaries and expenses of the Federal
Radio Commission, contained in the independent offices act,
1931 (H. Doc. No. 431) ; to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed.

503. A communication from the President of the United States,
transmitting an estimate of appropriation for the Grand Army
of the Republic Memorial Day Corporation for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1930, amounting to $2,500 (H. Doe. No. 432) ;
to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed,

504. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a draft
of a bill to authorize the acquisition of lands in Alameda and
Marin Counties, Calif,, and the construction of buildings and
utilities thereon for military purposes; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

505. A communication from the President of the United States,
transmitting deficiency estimate of appropriations for the De-
partment of Justice for the fiscal years 1925 and 1928, amount-
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ing to $38, and supplemental estimates of appropriations for
the fiscal years 1930 and 1931 amounting to $3,609,348; in all,
£3,609,386 (H. Doec. No. 433) ; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and ordered to be printed.

506. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting deficiency estimates of appropriations for
the Department of State for the fiscal year 1929, amounting to
$3,237.20, and supplemental estimate of appropriation for the
fiseal vear 1930, amounting to $3,484.33; in all $6,721.53 (H. Doc.
No. 434) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be

rinted.

5 507. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting deficiency and supplemental estimates of
appropriations; proposed authorization for expenditure of In-
dian tribal funds; and drafts of proposed provisions pertaining
to existing appropriations for the Department of the Interior
for the fiscal years 1925, 1927, 1929, 1930, and 1931, amounting
in all to $556,165.87 (H. Doc. No. 435) ; to the Committee on
Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

508. A letter from the Comptroller General of the United
States, transmitting report and recommendation concerning the
claim of the corporation C. P. Jensen, of Denmark ; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. LEHLBACH: Committee on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries. H. R. 12599. A bill to amend section 16 of the radio
act of 1927 ; without amendment (Rept. No. 1665). Referred to
the Hounse Calendar.

Mr. RANSLEY : Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 9638.
A bill to establish a branch home of the National Home for Dis-
abled Volunteer Soldiers at or near Roseburg, Oreg.; with
amendment (Rept. No. 1666). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. DYER: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R, 12347. A
bill to provide for the appointment of an additional district
judge for the eastern district of Missouri; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1667). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. FISH: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. J. Res. 322
A joint rescolution authorizing payment of the claim of the
Norwegian Government for interest upon money advanced by it
in connection with the protection of American interests in
Russia ; without amendment (Rept. No. 1668). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. MICHENER : Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 12350,
A bill to provide for the appointment of an additional distriet
judge for the eastern district of Michigan; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1669). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union. .

Mr. McSWAIN: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 6128,
A bill to establish a national military park to commemorate the
Battle of Kings Mountain; without amendment (Rept. No.
1671). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under elause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. BUTLER: Committee on Claims. 8. 1299. An act for
the relief of C. M. Williamson, C. B. Liljenquist, Lottie Redman,
and H. N. Smith; without amendment (Rept. No. 1660). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. BOX : Committee on Claims. 8. 1748. An act for the
relief of the Lakeside Country Club; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1661). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. JOHNSON of Nebraska: Committee on Claims. H. R.
49281. A bill for the relief of Daniel Coakley; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1662). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House,

Mr. CLARK of North Carolina: Committee on Claims. H. R.
8898, A bill for the relief of Viola Wright ; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1663). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin: Committee on Claims. H. R.
12023. A bill to repeal the provision of law granting a pension
to Lois Cramton; without amendment (Rept. No. 1664). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, publie bills and resolutions were
introduced and severally referred as follows:
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By Mr. DENISON: A bill (H. R. 12640) for the retirement of
employees of the Panama Canal and the Panama Railroad Co.
of Panama, who are citizens of the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. GIBSON: A bill (H. R. 12641) to amend an act
entitled “An act to establish a code of law for the District of
Columbia,” approved March 3, 1901, and the acts amendatory

thereof and supplemental thereto; to the Committee on the.

District of Columbia.

By Mr. WHITEHEAD : A bill (H. R. 12642) to amend the
act entitled “An act to readjust the pay and allowances of the
commissioned and enlisted personnel of the Army, Navy, Ma-
rine Corps, Coast Guard, Coast and Geodetic Survey, and Public
Health Service,” approved June 10, 1922, as amended; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. CRAMTON: A bill (H. R. 12643) creating the Port
Huron-Sarnia international bridge commission and authorizing
said commission and its successors to construet, maintain, and
operate a bridge across the 8t. Clair River at or near Port
Huron, Mich.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. BRITTEN: A bill (H. R, 12644) to divest prize-fight
films of their character as subjects of interstate or foreign com-
merce, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BACON: Resolution (H. Res. 228) to amend rule 14
of the Rules of the House of Representatives; to the Committee
on Rules.

By Mr. HAUGEN : Resolution (H. Res. 229) for the consid-
eration of H. R. 11514 to define preserves, jam, jelly, and apple
butter, to provide standards therefor, and to amend the food
and drugs act of June 30, 1906, as amended ; to the Committee
on Rules.

By Mr. CHINDBLOM: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 351)
providing for an investigation and report by a committee to be
appointed by the President with reference to the representa-
tion at and participation in the Chicago World's Fair Cen-
tennial Celebration, known as the Century of Progress Expo-
sition, on the part of the Government of the United States and
its various departments and activities; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. COLLINS: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 352) extend-
ing the franking privilege; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BOWMAN: A bill (H. R. 12645) granting an increase
of pension to Rachel E. Zinn; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. CONNERY: A bill (H. R. 12646) for the relief of
Frank G. Mullay; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. DUNBAR: A bill (H. R. 12647) granting a pension to
Richard Lapp; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. HOPE: A bill (H. R. 12648) granting a pension to
Rowena M. Tillberry; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HOPKINS: A bill (H. R. 12649) granting an in-
crease of pensgion to Carline F. Lehr; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. KELLY : A bill (H. R. 12650) for the relief of T. W.
Mallonee ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mrs. LANGLEY : A bill (H. R. 12651) granting a pen-
sion to Millie White; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12652) granting a pension to John D.
Hoskins ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. MEAD: A bill (H. R. 12653) for the relief of Frank
Drodowsky, otherwise known as Frank Weber; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. McCREYNOLDS : A bill (H. R. 12654) granting an in-
crease of pension to Sarah Emaline Hickey; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PURNELL: A bill (H. R. 12655) granting a pension
to Mary E. Bunch; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. REECE: A bill (H. R. 12656) granting a pension to
Ellen Griffin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12657) granting a pension to Martin T.
Atkins; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 12658)
granting a pension to Mary Louise Baker; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. VESTAL: A bill (H. R, 12659) for the relief of
Harrison Simpson ; to the Committee on Claims.
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By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota: Resolution (H. Res.
227) to pay James W, Boyer, jr., for extra and expert services
to the Committee on World War Veterans' Legislation; to the
Committee on Accounts.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

T7390. By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: Petition of citizens of
Breckenridge, Colo., urging congressional action for national
vote on the repeal of the eighteenth amendment; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

7391. By Mr. YATES: Petition of Max Levy & Co., 845-865
Rees Street, Chicago, I, protesting and opposing the passage
of Honse bill 9232; to the Committee on Labor. .

T392. Also, petition of Miehle Printing Press & Manufacturing
Co., Chicago, Ill., protesting the passage of the Sproul bill,
H. R. 9232; to the Committee on Labor.

7803, Also, petition of Acme Steel Co., 2840 Archer Avenue,
Chicago, protesting against House bill 11096 ; to the Committee
on the Post Office and Post Roads.

T394. Also, petition of Bessie Bragg Pierson, president Illi-
nois Woman’s Athletic Club, Chicago, Ill.,, urging the passage
of House bill 10344 but protesting the passage of House bill
11096 ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

SENATE
WebpNEspAY, May 28, 1930

The Chaplain, Rev. Z&€Barney T, Phillips, D. D., offered the
following prayer:

O Thou who but yesternight didst enfold the slumbering
world in rayless majesty that again Thou mrightest bring forth
the day in which Thou hast decked Thyself with light as with
a garment, we thank Thee for the hours of rest after toilsome
labor and the joy of doing with all our might whatsoever Thou
commandest, divinely surprised by the beautiful thoughts Thou
thinkest in us. Refresh us with the precious things of earth
and the fullness thereof—the lengthening daylight, the pulsings
of spring, the new robe of verdure with which nature is elothed—
that we may be happy as children while striving as men, know-
ing that we're armed without if innocent within.

Keep our hearts pure, our thinking straight, our spirits hum-
ble, that from all seeming evil we may still educe the good
and find on®duty’'s highway that holy shrine where buds the
pronrise of celestial worth, Through Jesus Christ our Lord.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the pro-
ceedings of the legislative day of Monday last, when, on request
of Mr. Fess and by unanimous consent, the further reading was
dispensed with and the Journal was approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUEE

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Farrell,
its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had agreed to the
amendment of the Senate to each of the following bills of the
House:

H. R. 5258. An act to repeal section 144, title 2, of the act of
March 3, 1899, chapter 429 (sec. 2253 of the Compiled Laws of
Alaska) ; and

H. R. 5261. An act to authorize the destruction of duplicate
accounts and other papers filed in the offices of clerks of the
United States district courts.

The message also announced that the House had agreed to
Concurrent Resolutions 35 and 36, in which it requested the con-
currence of the Senate.

CORRECTION OF MISSTATEMENT OF VIEWS ON PROHIBITION

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I do not very often refer to items
in newspapers relating to myself. I think, however, that once in
a while it may be justified. I gave out a statement on yester-
day to the newspapers in regard to prohibition and certain ac-
tion taken in my State. I did not suppose it would create any
furor or hubbub as is indicated in the papers. It was simply a
statement of the attitude which I have had for a great many
vears. But apparently some of our papers are disposed to grasp
at straws and try to get hold of anything which they may use
to impress the people with the idea that prohibition is losing
and men are changing their opinions about it, and so on.

I am satisfied that the newspaper reporters gave accurate
statements to their papers. They are honorable men and do
not seek to misrepresent anyone. I have no doubt about that,
but they do not control the columns of their papers, nor do they
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control the policies of their papers. I assume they do not con-
trol the headlines either.

I want to call attention to one or two real misrepresenta-
tions ; they may not be intended as misrepresentations, but they
have that effect.

In the morning Washington Post there is a headline to which
I wish to calp attention. Headlines are a very effective means
by which impressions are made upon the people, Many people
get their impressions from the headlines without giving very
careful, if any, consideration to the body of the article. I find
in the morning Washington Post this headline:

Referendum urged on liquor by JONES.

There is absolutely no basis whatever for that headline, I
have not urged and did not urge in the statement which I
issued a referendum on liguor. I suggested to those who are
opposed to prohibition that in my State there is a provision in
the laws by which a referendum could be had, and suggested
that that was the method they should follow. I would not urge
a referendum on the liquor guestion at all. I am very well sat-
isfied with the conditions set out in the eighteenth amendment
and would not change it till we can get something betier. Those
who want to change our legislation or the Constitution are the
ones who can ftry, if they desire, to take advantage of the
referendnm laws of my State.

At the beginning of the article it is said:

Benator WesLuy L. Joxes (Republican), Washington, hurled a bomb-
ghell—

I did it all inadvertently if that was the result. I never sup-
posed there was any bombshell about it. It was a simple state-
ment of the views I have held for a long time—

into the wet-dry controversy yesterday in announcing that * the proper
and courageous thing to do” would be to submit prohibition to a ref-
erendum in his Btate and that he would abide by its dietum in voting
in the SBenate for repeal, modification, or enforcement of the eighteenth
amendment,

Mr, President, I said nothing of the kind. What I did say
was, and I think the statement is perfectly clear, that if those
opposed to prohibition would take advantage of the law to call
for a referendum and have a referendum vote and the people of
my State should vote to ask Congress to submit to the people
the question of a modification of the eighteenth amendment or
its repeal, I would vote in the Senate to submit—mark that,
submit—that question to the people.

That is entirely different from the statement as it was made
in the paper. I would gladly do that. If the people want to
have the question submitted to them in the regular way pro-
vided by the Constitution, I am perfectly willing to give my
people an opportunity to pass upon it; but I would not vote for
repeal and I would not vote for modification. After the propo-
sition to repeal or modify the eighteenth amendment would be
submitted to the people of my State, I would vote against it
myself and I would use all my power to induce the people of my
State to vote against it; but I will vote, at the request duly
made of the people of my State, for a proposition in the Senate
to submit the question to them. That is an entirely different
proposition than one to repeal the eighteenth amendment.

I find in the New York Times the following headline:

Joxes will go wet if Btate so directs.

[Laughter.]

If anybody ean find any justification for a headline like that
in anything I have said they are welcome to it. If the wets are
so anxious to find something consoling, if my statements bring
them consolation, they are welcome to it. My views and at-
titnde on prohibition have not changed one iota.

Mr. President, I ask that my statement which I gave out may
be printed as a part of my remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The statement is as follows:

BTATEMENT BY SENATOR JONES REGARDING THE ACTION OF THE STATE
CONVENTION AT BELLINGHAM

In my judgment the action of our State Republican convention at
Bellingham on prohibition represents the sentiment of a small fraction
of the people of the State of Washington so far as it looks to the sale
of lignor. It binds no ome.

Prohibition is not a partisan guestion. It should not be made one,
at least until this absolutely appears necessary and there becomes a
definite division between probibitionists and antiprohibitionists regard-
less of old political partisan lines.

There is only one way the legal sale of liquor for beverage purposes
can be brought about; the people have prescribed the way to do this.
Those apparently in control of the convention did not seem to bave
the conrage to follow the course laid out by the people themselves.
The Constitution of the United States lays down the way by which
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